Theophostic Theology: God's Light...or Darkness?

Introduction

This paper is a review of Beyond Tolerable Recovery (2000
edition), by Edward M Smth, D.Mn., who advocates an approach
titled "Theophostic Prayer Mnistry." (Wen the 2000 edition was
published, the title was "Theophostic Mnistry.") The page
nunbers in parentheses refer to the 2000 edition; the manual is
revi sed and updated periodically. This book is a basic training
manual used in semnars to train individuals who are interested
in using the theophostic nethod. The nanme "Theophostic" is a
regi stered trademark.

There are nunerous other witings that criticize Smth's
appr oach. This particular critique relies solely on Scripture
and is intended to be a critical theological analysis. Qur focus
will be on the theol ogi cal underpinnings of Theophostic Mnistry,
analyzing in ternms of basic doctrinal categories, such as Cod
man, revelation, sin, justification, sanctification. There is no
intent here to question the sincerity of Smth's saving faith or
his desire to help suffering people, but rather to hold up his
teachings and nethods to the penetrating |ight of Scripture.

Early in the book, Smith explains that "mnistry" is used
rather than "counseling” in the title for his approach [2]. As
we wIll see, theophostic "counselors"”™ avoid actually giving

counsel during their mnistry.

Smth acknow edges that the theophostic approach is a major
departure from his earlier work as a counselor, and he contends
that it offers significantly greater hope:

"I used to tell people the damage was too deep ever to hope
for conplete freedomand recovery. | was very wong." [193]

Throughout the manual, Smith zeroes in on childhood wounds
that supposedly have led to enbedded "lies" that drive current
adult behavior. As to the magnitude of the alleged problem he
makes sweepi ng assertions:

"My estimate is around 75 percent of any |ocal congregation

is hurting deeply from early suppressed wounds. | believe
100 percent of the nenbers of all congregations (this
i ncl udes the pastors) have sone el ement of woundedness (lies
held in nenory). Even the little bruises and scratches
produce handicaps in our daily lives and need to be heal ed.™
[ 24]

Smi th guesses that nore than half of all wonen have been sexually
"wounded" in some nmanner. He defines such abuse broadly to
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include words and |ooks, in addition to actual touching. He
bel i eves the results are always devastati ng:

"When an adult (whom a child should have been able to trust)
sexual ly touches the soul of a child in any fashion, a
ghastly wound will always result." [25]

Describing his nethodology, Smth clains that "Theophostic
Mnistry is nmore a set of principles and techniques than a
prescri bed set of steps" [114]. Ni ne such "principles" are
identified, based on the account of the man who approached Jesus
at the pool of Bethesda (see Chapter 7, "The Theophostic
Process"). These principles involve matching current enptions
with painful nmenories of being wounded in the past, identifying
the "lie" believed as a result, and passively allowing God to
speak a personal word of truth to the person. Smth contends
t hat people are heal ed instantaneously when God "speaks"” to them
and the healing that results allegedly "requires no maintenance
or effort in abstinence" [114].

Smth attenpts to distance Theophostic Mnistry from gui ded
vi sual i zation techniques that alter nenories. He says that he
encourages people to feel the presence of Jesus, rather than
expecting themto visualize H m|[141].

"Some may think this visualization is sone glorified form of

gui ded imagery. This is not so. | had used guided inmagery
bef ore Theophostic Mnistry, but it is no longer a part of
what | do. | now recogni ze guided i magery as a vain attenpt

to change nenories." [141]

VWhat Smith describes is nore of an "ungui ded" visualization, a
process he clains is "God-directed" [141]. He may ask Jesus to
touch or hold the person, but he does not tell his counselee to
"have Jesus" act in some particular way [143].

Smth asks his readers to believe that true believers can be
trapped for years because of chil dhood trauma

"It is possible to believe and receive God's forgiveness
reconciliation, and eternal life and yet live one's life
totally in bondage to the lies of one's childhood." [185]

Christian do mature at varying rates. Justification is conplete
at the tine of salvation, because it is God' s declaration that
the sinner is "not guilty,"” based wholly on the finished work of
Christ. Sanctification is a |ifelong progressive work enpowered
by God's Spirit, and believers grow at different rates. However

Smth focuses on childhood wounds as the driving force behind
adult behavior, mnimzing the gravity of sin and substituting
"heal ing" for holiness. The theophostic "recovery" process is
essentially a substitute for biblical sanctification, as we wll
examne in greater detail. It poses significant dangers in terns
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of casting logic aside, encouraging nysticism and danmaging
famly relationships by shifting blane to others. The nenories
that enmerge during this "ungui ded" process may or nmay not be
reliable. Although God offers an abundance of hope in H's Wrd,
He does not promise a life free of trials, pain, and suffering,
nor does He require believers to take extended journeys into the
past in order to overcone their enotional pain and sinful
patterns in the present.

Smith's Response to Critics and Pragmatism

Perhaps the biggest challenge in reviewi ng theophostic
mnistry is the manner in which Smith evaluates his critics and

defl ects any thoughtful biblical analysis of his teachings. He
describes critics as harsh and nean-spirited, using his own
theories to explain away their concerns. He clainms their
harshness is evidence of either the absence of Christ or
enoti onal woundedness [4]. |In reference to a particular unnaned

critic, Smth believes that "soneone has hurt him deeply along
the way" and that theophostic witing has "tapped into this lie-
based pain" [4-5]. More generally, he explains the critiques of
ot her believers in ternms of his own theory:

"Whenever you see people criticizing and berating others in
the nane of Christ, |ook behind the behavior for the wounded
soul ." [5]

In answering critics, Smth assunes the truth of the very matters
under debate, nanely his theories and nethods. Anyone who dares
to criticize himis presunmed to be "wounded" and in need of his
brand of therapy.

In response to those who woul d rai se theol ogi cal objections,
Smith builds a defense based on results rather than a careful
anal ysis of conpatibility with Scripture. (As we will see later,
Smith does use Scripture but he presupposes the truth of his own
nmet hods and reads his theories onto the passages he selects.)
Here are sonme of his clains:

"This method does work and has set thousands of people free
in ways | have never seen in all the years | have been doing
counseling." [113]

"I realize that all of this visualization, synbolic
pi ctures, and hearing God's voice may be difficult for sone
of you. It was for ne when | first began. | have becone a
"bottom line" counselor. | do not limt nmy thinking to how
God should act or heal; | sinply watch the bottomline. |If
the person is set free fromhis lies and pain and gives the
glory and credit to God, | say, 'AMVEN'" [143]



Smth cautions against putting God into a "religious,
denom nati onal t heol ogi cal box we mght try to create,”
explaining that "the box does not limt God, but it limts what
we are able to receive fromH ' [140]. He cites Ephesians 3:20
and says that "the only limtation that God has is in us" [140].

In response to Smth's pragmati sm we can certainly agree to
consider the results of a mnistry that clains to be biblically
based. After all, Jesus did say that a good tree bears good
fruit, and a bad tree bad fruit (Matthew 7:15-20), so it 1is
biblical to consider the results of a mnistry. However, results
are not to be evaluated in isolation, severed from sound
doctri ne. The Bible warns us about false signs and wonders (2
Thessalonians 2:9). The fruits of a mnistry nust be considered
within the framework of Scripture, never detached from CGod's
Wrd. It is not enough to sinply say "it works." As for placing
God in a "box," Scripture itself issues strong warnings agai nst
wandering outside the "box" by adding to or subtracting from
God's Word (Deuteronony 4:2; Proverbs 30:6; Revelation 22:18).
God's power is certainly not imted, and we could not limt H m
under any circunstances. However, God has chosen to limt His
witten revelation, and we nust exercise great caution when
someone clains to have received new information directly from
God, or a new view of God that is not necessarily consistent with
what He has reveal ed about Hi nself.

Smth also clains that his critics have violated Matthew
18:15 [5]. However, that passage gives counsel concerning our
obligation to privately approach other believers who have sinned
agai nst us, not authors who publicly pronote new ideas. Smith's
materials are available to the public on the internet and through

his sem nars. Al t hough debate should be conducted in a kind-
hearted spirit, Smth has opened his ideas to public scrutiny,
and other Christians may -- indeed nust -- test them against

Scripture. Throughout the history of the church, it has been
necessary to carefully and biblically evaluate teachings that
concern our salvation, sanctification, and other crucial
spiritual matters. Numerous ancient heresies were eval uated and
condemmed, sharpening the church's understanding of scriptura
truth. Sone of the early controversies, for exanple, concerned
such inportant truths as the trinity and the two natures of

Chri st. Later, the Protestant Reformation reaffirned the
essential doctrine of justification by grace alone, through faith
alone, in Christ alone. | f theophostic mnistry is biblically

sound, it should withstand scrutiny without the need to ward off
criticism by explaining the alleged "woundedness" of those who
woul d search the Scriptures to see if it is true. Smth's
apologetic rests on the assertion that he has received new
information from God, that "it works,"” and that his critics mnust
be in need of the very mnistry they seek to evaluate under the
searchlight of Scripture.



Theophostic Ministry and the Church

The title to this section is identical to Chapter 16 of
Smth's book, wherein he describes efforts to gain acceptance of
his methods in Christian churches. Smth says that people
frequently encounter "skepticism and sonetines blatant attack"
when they attenpt to introduce Theophostic Mnistry into their
churches after attending one of his semnars [251].

The first heading in this chapter is about "why the church
struggles with the mracul ous" [251]. Smth says that:

“...much of what we hold in our theological reservoir is
logical truth with [ittle or no actual life experience to
support it.... Genuine faith is belief that is based on
fact and rooted in personal experience." [251]

Smith anticipates sonme obvious objections when he observes that
we believe in eternal |ife but have obviously not yet experienced
it. He answers with Ephesians 1:13-14, which says that we have
been given the Holy Spirit as the pledge of our inheritance.
Smith calls this an "experiential pledge" [252] and rushes off in
the direction of experience-oriented theology that casts |ogic
and doctrine to the w nd.

There are sone biblical problens with Smith's "experiential”
approach to both truth and faith. The Christian faith is truly
rooted in certain historical facts, npbst notably the bodily
resurrection of Jesus Christ. God has provided abundant
eyewitness testinmony in the New Testanent. The "personal
experience" conponent of Smith's theology is questionable,
however. Note, for exanple, Hebrews 11. Faith is defined in the
opening verse as the assurance of things hoped for and the
conviction of things not seen. Repeat edly, believers in past
centuries acted "by faith,” not personally experiencing the
fulfillment of God's proni ses. The Christian life is certainly
not w thout personal experience of God's blessings, but such
experience is not the foundation of our faith. When our Lord
showed His nailprints to Thomas after the resurrection, He said
that those who believe without seeing are blessed (John 20:24-
29). In contrast to some nodern psychol ogical views, biblica
faith does not rest primarily on personal experience.

Smith discusses several of his conclusions about the church
in this chapter, along with barriers to acceptance of theophostic
mnistry and his view of the church's responsibilities. There is
a mxture of truth and error here.

First, there are three adnonitions Smth provides to those
who wish to pronote his nethods in the church



1. "Avoidance of the nane Theophostic or any other definers
wi |l renove unnecessary barriers when pronoting this mnistry."
[ 252]

Smth says that he "never thought that these sinple Biblica
principles would create such chaos and redenption at the sane
time in the Body of Christ" [252]. He explains that he chose the
name (" Theophostic") to "protect the integrity and purity of the
process,” knowi ng that others would rework his principles. He
says that sone have actually done so, causing "confusion and in
sonme cases enotional harm [252].

Smth wants everyone doing this mnistry to have the sane
training, and therefore:

“"No one has permission to train others in any other form
except for the presentation of the videos. The reason for
this is to avoid watering down the basic material by
presenting second generation interpretations."” [253]

Smith notes his copyright and trademark protection, explaining
that he is "sinply protecting the purity of the approach so that
the eneny does not wuse others to discredit this work by
redefining it and admnistering it with detrinmental results and
then calling it Theophostic Mnistry" [253]. However, he assures
us that:

"After the local church gets used to God healing people, the
name used to describe the process will be irrelevant.” [253]

Frankly, no |legal copyright/trademark protection is required
for believers to mnister God's biblical truth to one another.
If Smith's principles are truly biblical, such legal tactics are
not only unnecessary, but offensive to the God who revealed His
truth in Scripture. (If anyone is entitled to a "copyright," it
is God Hinself.) In addition, it seenms odd that Smth is so
protective of his copyright, while simultaneously suggesting that
the name he has coined for his mnistry should be shrouded in
secrecy in order to introduce his nethods to the church.

2. "Avoid the 'haves' and 'have-nots' syndrone." [253]

Smth notes the division in the church caused by various
spiritual nmovenents, including the charismatic novenent of the
early 1970's and the contenporary worship style [253].

"Sone of the nore immture began to demand conformty to
certain experiences that would 'prove' whether you were
anong the spiritually elite." [254]



Smth warns that those who have been heal ed through Theophostic
should not present thenselves as nore spiritual than others
[ 254] .

This a good general principle, in that all believers are
equal before Christ in terns of salvation, even though they
progress in sanctification at various rates. One of the greatest
harms in psychol ogi cal counseling is the "one-up, one-down" sort
of relationship that sets sonme believers higher than others.
Al though God's Wrd endorses qualified church |eadership
(pastors, elders, deacons), as seen in 1 Tinothy, 2 Tinothy, and
Titus, the Bible presents us wth many "one another" adnonitions
that recogni zes our equality before God.

3. "Avoid noving ahead of the assigned shepherd of the
flock." [254]

Smth acknowl edges the authority structure of the church
that God has established, and warns that Theophostic Mnistry
will be hindered if the senior pastor does not support it. He
advi ses patience, and perhaps noving to another church if
necessary. Wien Smth first began his seminars, his own church
did not enbrace his nethods, nor did other pastors in the area.
Two years |later he "felt led" to nove to a different church. H's
own |ocal area still does not enbrace Theophostic Mnistry. He
cites Matthew 13:57 ("a prophet is not w thout honor except in
his home town") [254].

W can credit Smith in his respect for church |eaders, and
not advocating his nmethods in a divisive nmanner (see Titus 3:10-
11). However, as noted above, Smth has found theophostic
mnistry to result in both "chaos and redenption” [252]. W nust
wonder whether a truly biblical mnistry would result in "chaos"
and division. God revealed His Wrd over nmany centuries, and it

has been conpleted now for hundreds of vyears. When sone "new'
means of sanctification clains to be genuinely biblical, careful
exam nation is needed. If it really is biblical, why hasn't it

been di scovered and used in centuries past? In Smth's case, why
doesn't the Bible ever expressly teach believers the tenets of
t heophostic mnistry, e.g., that they nust delve into the past

and identify the "lies" causing their current sins?

Next, Smth discusses eight "fundamental barriers” faced by
churches in enbracing of "inner healing and mnd renewal " [255-
264] .

BARRI ER #1. "The church has a m sunderstanding of what

defines spiritual maturity." [255]

Smith believes the church wongly defines maturity in terns
of perfornmance. He sees it as a "journey of being released of
our faulty thinking through mnd renewal and the ongoing
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appropriation of the deeper things of God through Christian
grow h and discipleship.” However, he believes the church wl
have a hard tinme "l ooking at her woundedness and lie-ridden m nd"
while on the "performance track" [255].

Sanctification IS certainly far nor e t han ner e
"performance,” as Jesus pointed out to the Pharisees (Mtthew
23:27-28). However, it does involve obedience and the practice

of God's conmandnents (for exanple, Philippians 4:9, John 14:15).
Smth focuses on "woundedness"” in contrast to the Bible's focus
on sinful ness, and his nethods downplay the legitinmate role of
good works, or "performance,” in the believer's life (see
Ephesi ans 2: 10).

BARRI ER #2. "The church has been led to believe that nore
know edge will result in victorious living." [255]

Smth says that having biblical know edge is not equival ent
to spiritual maturity. He sees that too much of what the church
does to pronote growth is "cognitive" [255].

Smith is correct that know edge, per se, is not the sane as

spiritual maturity (or sanctification). James points out that
even the denons have certain intellectual know edge (Janes 2:19).
Paul says that the I|ove of Christ "surpasses know edge”
(Ephesi ans 3:19). However, Paul also warns about the critica

i mportance of sound doctrine (2 Tinothy 4:1-4). Know edge al one
is not enough, but know edge of God's Wird is an indispensable
aspect of the believer's sanctification.

BARRI ER #3. "The church has been trained to suppress and
deny pain and woundedness with a false spirituality." [256]

Smth explains that at church people will generally smle
and say they are "doing great" rather than reveal their enotional
pai n [256-257]. (Hi's church uses Theophostic Mnistry in its
wor shi p services. [257]) He laments that "the Church has becone
a place of performance and false realities" such that a new
believer learns that having problens |eads to being ostracized.
“In short, the new struggling believer learns to repress his
needs and act |like the rest of the group." [229]

Having dinmnished the value of both performance and
knowl edge, Smith now reveals his enphasis on "pain' and
"woundedness.” It is true that believers suffer in this world
and sonetinmes the burdens are overwhel m ng. W are called to
conpassi onate "one another” mnistry (see 2 Corinthians 1), and
the Bible has wonderful words of confort to the brokenhearted.
Scripture also calls us to rejoice during our earthly trials
(Janmes 1:3-4; 1 Peter 1:6-7). However, it is not biblical to
enphasi ze "feeling good" as the ultimte test of spiritual
maturity. Sometinmes, too, setting aside one's own hurt feelings,
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to serve God and others, is a sign of spiritual maturity. The
Bi bl e never sets up the expression of perceived enotional needs,
or the continual absence of enotional pain, as evidence of
spiritual maturity.

BARRI ER #4. "The church has been taught to rationalize away
its pain which hinders inner healing and mnd renewal ." [257]

Continuing his focus on feelings, Smth says that:

"Now and then, people forget to repress their pain or
sonmet hing happens that it just seeps out before they can
contain it." [257]

Oten, Smth says, people search for an "external reason" for

such behavior [257]. However, these reasons "are all excuses for
lies fromwhich we need to be set free" [258]. Smith says that
if these "excuses" were the real reason, "then we would be

trapped and in bondage from which there is no rel ease unless the
situation changes" [258].

Is this really true? W live in a world perneated by sin.
Qur own sinful actions, and the sins of others, often lead to
hurt. "External reasons” may well exist, but it possible to
respond biblically regardless of painful enotions. Agai n,
"feeling good”" is not the key to spiritual maturity.

BARRI ER #5. "The church's fear of noving beyond her present

Bi bl i cal understanding and theological reality will hinder inner
heal ing and m nd renewal ." [258]

Her e, Smth essentially <chides the church for its
unwi | | i ngness to consider new ways of understandi ng and appl yi ng
Scripture. He cites Ephesians 3:20 for the claimthat:

"There is a power that God grants 'us,' those who are

willing to allow Hm to be God and do whatever He wants

however He chooses. The 'us' that hinders this power is

failure to believe." [258]

Thi s wonderful passage prai ses God because He is able to do
"exceedi ngly abundantly" beyond what we could ask or think,
according to the power working wthin us. The enphasis is
clearly on God's power and glory, not nan's alleged power to
"allow' God to be God. In verses 20-21, Paul repeats the phrase
"to Hm' before ascribing glory to God. Then, in the next breath
(4:1), Paul refers to hinmself as the prisoner of the Lord. The
“power” working within us is God' s power.

Conti nuing his rebuke of the church, Smth says:



"The old 'have never done it this way before' is a conmon
sayi ng anmong churches who have succunbed to the lies of
traditionalism denom nationalism nethodol ogy." [258]

How does Smth define these terns? Roman Catholicism wongly
exalts "tradition" to the level of Scripture. The nmere fact that
a church has always, or never, "done it this way," does not
necessarily nean that a practice is (or is not) biblical.
However, an entirely new understandi ng of sanctification ought to
be closely scrutinized. God would not have left H's church
conpletely in the dark for centuries about how to live a godly
life (see, for exanple, Ephesians 4:1, Philippians 1:27, and many
ot hers) and how to overcone sin.

Smth assaults "traditionalisnt in light of the fact that
t heophostic mnistry is a "new' understanding of Scripture. He
clainms that a skeptical person will beconme "ready for nore" after
first experiencing the healing of Theophostic Mnistry [258], and
he criticizes the church for its Iimted understandi ng:

"Often the church has defined for God what He can and cannot
do based on its particular view of Scripture. More often
than not, the I|imtations are not Biblically-based but
rat her historically-based." [259]

"Tradition and nethodol ogy are predictable and nusty. God
is a living Dbeing, offering a living and grow ng
relationship." [259]

Simlarly, Smth says, "the religious |eaders of Jesus' day
struggled with the healing of the blind man due to a |Iegal
technicality.” The mracle "did not fit in their theology and

tradition” [259]. Meanwhile, Smth acknow edges that traditions
and theology are not to be entirely discarded:

"I am not suggesting that we throw out our traditions,
t heol ogy, or doctrines. | amsuggesting we not limt God to
our present place of understanding." [259]

He al so denies any intent to split the church over his nethod:
"I am not advocating splitting the church. | see
denom nationalism as nothing nore than 'Dissociative
Identity Disorder' in the Body of Christ." [260]"

Sinply put, Smith wuses a rather generalized attack on
"traditionalism and "denom nationalisnl to advocate his nethods.

1

Sonetimes a new denomi nation results from the efforts to believers to be
faithful to Scripture (see Jude 1:3). For exanple, the Orthodox Presbyterian
Church was forned in the 1930's in response to ranmpant liberalism in the
mai nl i ne denom nation that denied the basic tenets of the gospel. It is
highly msleading to call such faithful ness "di ssociative identity disorder."
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However, the fact that his nmethod is a "new' wunderstanding of
Scripture does not nean that it is, or is not, consistent with
Scripture.

BARRI ER #6. "The church's continual conformty to the world
hi nders her mnd renewal. " [260]

Smth says that the church "tends to stay just far enough
renoved from the world's evil to muintain its self-
ri ght eousness," but since God's standards remain the sanme, the
church drifts further away as the world falls into deeper
dar kness [260]. There is certainly sone truth here, but Smth
concludes that: "Because we have noved, we have limted what we
can receive experientially fromthe Lord Jesus" [260].

Smth's statenent is a sweeping generalization about "the
church."™ There are conservative, Bible-believing churches, and
there are those who have gone the road of apostasy and abandoned
the Bible. Conformty to the world varies w dely anong Christian
churches. Such conformty does hinder individual sanctification,
but nore inportantly, it hinders the church's witness to the
worl d, blurring the good news of the gospel. Smth places great
enphasi s on the individual believer "feeling good," but little is
sai d about preaching the gospel.

BARRI ER #7. "The church's |ove and affection for the world
has resulted in her organizing herself around it." [260]

Smth says that the church has enbraced sone wunbiblical
doctrines in its efforts to mnister [260]. This is TRUE, and
nodern psychol ogi cal counseling is a great exanple. Smth also
notes the popular beliefs that trouble-free living and financi al

success are signs of God's blessing [260]. W can agree that
this is not necessarily so. Smth also notes the church's
adoption of a "consumer nentality” in planning worship. He

beli eves people would travel from all over the world if they
really believed we had sonething to satisfy their souls [261].

In addition, Smith observes that "the entire theology of
suffering is being avoided in the pulpits across the nation"

[ 261] . This is true in many churches, contrary to biblica
promses that Christians wll face suffering (John 16:33,
Phi |i ppi ans 1:29). Smith also observes that the inner nman is

reveal ed by outward responses to suffering:
"The truth is, whatever is on the inside comes out when the

pressure is applied. M inner belief will be revealed. |If
| believe lies, nmy emotions will tell you so." [261]
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There is some truth here, in that man's words and conduct reveal
the condition of his heart (Matthew 15:18). However, Smith again
focuses primarily on enotions. Enotions are one aspect of the
inner man, but godly living is nuch nore than the absence of
pai nful enotions when believers face trials.

There are some major problems with Smth's view of the
nature of sin and how believers overcone it. He cites 1 Peter
4:1 ("he who has suffered in the flesh has ceased fromsin") and
cl ai nms:

"Did you hear what Peter just said? He proclained a life
"free fromsin.' How can this be? Actually, as you apply
the Theophostic grid over this passage, it nakes perfect
sense." [262, enphasis added]

Smith explains that sin is (allegedly) rooted in the lies we
believe, which are exposed by enotional reactions to life's
probl enms [262]. Focus on the behavior leads to an endl ess cycle
(confession, repentance, and attenpts to change), or the "nonent
of pain" can be used to get into the nenory that is the source of
the lie [262].

"Therefore, as we ‘'suffer in the flesh® our lies are
reveal ed so that we may receive truth which allows us to be
able to live life "free fromsin.'" [262]

Significantly, Smth hinself acknowl edges that he is
"applying the Theophostic grid" over this text. This is
ei segesis (reading sonething into the text), rather than exegesis
(drawi ng what God has to say out of the text), a dangerous way to
study Scripture.

Suffering is a major thenme of the book of 1 Peter, wth
Christ's suffering for righteousness' sake as our exanple.
Bel i evers are exhorted to share Hi s suffering. The purpose is to
glorify God and advance the gospel, not to journey into one's own
past to dig up nenories. The translation in 4:1 is not "free
from sin" but rather "has ceased from sin." "Cease" is in the
perfect tense here. There is a sense (particularly in context)
of having ceased living a sinful lifestyle, devoted to the lusts
of man, to living for the will of God. Smith really has to read
his theories onto the text (eisegesis) in order to find what he
wants to find in this verse.

BARRI ER #8. "The church nust cone to realize that her
friendly relationship with the world actually sets herself up
agai nst God and nakes her an adulteress.” [263]

Smth says he has had to "grieve the loss of this world" as
he noves into healing and renewal of the mnd [263]. Some of
what he says here is good, in that this world is a sinful place
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and the believer's true hone is heaven. However, his focus
qui ckly shifts to "woundedness" rather than sin:

"It is my belief that the Lord is releasing nore and nore of
the deeply traumatized to seek help from the local church
and Christian counseling centers. More than ever before,
victinms of horrible abuses are comng in for help." [263]

In spite of this devel opnent, Smth does not believe that current
church prograns are designed to really help [263]. He also
clainms that satanist groups deliberately "programt victins to
turn to the church for help, knowing "that the church wll
enbrace the wounded for a tinme and then grow tired and reject
them ™ confirm ng what the satanists have taught [264].

These are serious and sweeping charges against the church.
Note, too, how Smith has lunped the church with "Christian
counseling centers,"” nost of which are conpletely independent of
any church oversight, wusing licensed "professional" therapists
who happen to be professing Christians. It is here that the
church often fails, i.e., by referring God's sheep outside the
church for counsel rather than caring for souls. The church's
"friendship relationship with the world" can better be seen in
terns of the way so many believers have uncritically enbraced
nodern psychol ogy and attenpted to integrate it with Scripture.

Finally, Smth discusses the church's call to mnister to
"the wounded."” He begins by quoting Jesus in Luke 4:18-19, where
He reads from lsaiah 61 [264]. He clainms that "the church today
is poor, held captive, blind and downtrodden and unaware that we
are in the mdst of the favorable year of the Lord" [264].

A. "W are poor because we have been deceived of our true
identity." [265]

Smith cites portions of Ephesians 1, underlining sone of the
present realities "that the eneny has led us to believe we do not
possess” such as: every spiritual blessing, being holy and
bl anel ess, adoption as sons, redenption through H's blood,
forgiveness of our sins, riches of H's grace, inheritance,
gospel, pledge of our inheritance (the Spirit), being God' s own
possessi on [265]. Yes, believers truly have these bl essings.
However, it does not follow that a newy discovered nmethod, such
as theophostic mnistry, is necessary in order for Christians to
appreci ate their heavenly heritage.

B. "The church is downtrodden (enotionally defeated)
because she is worn out and defeated from her feeble and futile
attenpts at overcoming her lies by way of self-effort,
determ nation and self-justification." [266]
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Smth says the church as a group is doing its best to "keep
up a front" but that its self-efforts lead only to frustration
and fatigue [266]. He explains that:

"If you could peek into the lives of the people before they
get out of their cars, you would see weary, hurting people.
You would see frustration, angers, br okenness, and
di scontent. Once they step out of their autonobiles, a
tenporary mracle occurs that transforns theminto Apostles
and angelic deities." [266]

Supposedly, this describes all believers w thout exception:

"I see no distinction in who is wounded in the church. e
are all wounded." [266]

This is a sweeping generalization, and one that ignores the
church's fundanmental mssion to preach the gospel to a |ost
wor | d. Freedom from enotional pain seens to be given a far
hi gher priority than salvation or living to glorify Cod.

C. "Being captive, blind, and downtrodden hinders the
Church fromfulfilling her mssion." [267]

Smith says that too often the church sinply patterns its
prograns after sonmeone el se's ideas, whereas "true mnistry cones
from the heart of those set free" [267]. In addition, he says
that: "So nmuch of what drives us that we mstake as giftedness
is actually our avoidance of pain or the nasking of pain.”
Exanples include the gifts of service (codependency), prophecy
(need to be in control), and nercy/conpassion (another's pain
“tapping into our own woundedness") [267].

Human notives (which God alone knows with certainty) can
certainly be a mxture. However, Smith again engages in huge
generalizations about mnistry notives. It would be difficult
for any believer serving God and others to escape the sort of
charges that Smith | evel s here.

D. "The woundedness of the church manifests itself in many
different ways: conflicts, disunity, ms-focus on prograns rather
than heart-born mnistry, rejection of people in pain, inability
to inplenment change, and a failure to fulfill Christ's calling."”
[ 267]

Smith makes the far-reaching claimthat:

"Conflicts and disunity in the local church can always be
traced back to the woundedness of an individual." [267]
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Notice the term always. Smth I|eaves no room for other
expl anations, including sin, honest disagreenent about doctrine,
or sincere desire to defend the faith.

Smth also notes the church's rejection of hurting people,
saying they "do not fit in" and there is "no place" for them
[ 268] . Sonetimes, undoubtedly, difficult people do not receive
mnistry in the church. Oten, however, they are referred out of
the church to "professional” psychological counseling, rather
than receiving mnistry fromGod's Wrd and God' s people, free of
char ge. "New' theories, such as theophostic mnistry, only
intensify this problem

Revelation and Theophostic Ministry

In thoughtfully evaluating Theophostic Mnistry, it s
inmportant to consider whether it is grounded in established
biblical truths, or a claim to new revelation that Smth has
received directly fromGod, i.e., revelation sonehow omtted from
the Scripture. In addition, we nmust consider revelation and
epi stenmol ogy (how we know what we know), both before, during, and
after receiving theophostic mnistry. How does God speak to the
i ndi vi dual believer at each point?

Smith hinself acknow edges the need to test allegedly new
revel ati on:

"When | have a person who professes to have a nessage from
God for me | test the spirit very carefully. | NEVER assune
just because they say it is Jesus that it is so." [142]

Simlarly, we nust not wuncritically assune that Theophostic
Mnistry is from God, or that it is biblical. W nust test its
t heol ogy, its use of Scripture, and its underlying assunptions,
in addition to the results clained, to see if it is truly of Cod.

Smith rightly acknow edges certain limtations:
"Theophostic Mnistry should not be used to gain insight
into future events or for personal guidance for future
deci sions." [142]
Not e, however, that God's Wrd does give certain insight into
future events (such as the return of Christ), and does provide a
reliabl e source of guidance for personal decisions.

One nmmjor source of concern arises from Smth's view
regarding truth that is not explicitly stated in Scripture:

“"Not all truth is recorded in the Scriptures but all truth
is from God." [287]
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"The fact is, not all truth is necessarily Biblically
verifiable...." [287]

This is the famliar "all-truth-is-God' s-truth" refrain recited
ad nauseum by Christians who advocate integration of the Bible

wi th nodern psychology. In stating his view that the Scriptures
are not the source of all specific truth, Smth refers to space
travel and mathematics as exanples [288]. In addition, he clains

that "non-biblical information can be very hel pful when dealing
with the eneny"” and affirnms the use of approaches that have no
biblical nodel but are "built on the general principles of
Scripture" [287].

To be sure, all truth is God's truth. Jesus is the way, the
truth, and the life. However, this little phrase does not
support adding the speculations and theories of unbelievers to
the Bible in areas where Scripture clainms sufficiency. Truth
regardi ng space travel and nmathematics are not anong those areas
that the Bible clains as its exclusive domain. Di scoveries in
t hose subjects are based on truth established by God, such as the
| aws of physics, so that sort of truth is indeed "God's truth.”
However, there is a fundanental difference when we enter the

noral arena, i.e., sanctification. God has expressly prom sed
that in Scripture we have everything we need for "life and
godl i ness"” (2 Peter 1:3-4). W can live godly lives wthout

space travel or mathematics, but not without God' s revelation as
to how we should live and how we can change. God has not |eft
H's church in the dark for hundreds of years on this essential
subject. dains to "new revel ation"” regarding how to make godly
changes in our lives...are particularly subject to biblical
scrutiny.

Is Theophostic Ministry a New Revelation?

In denying that he clains new revelation from God, Smth
expl ains his approach in ternms of new insight:

"I do believe that God provides H's Church with new insight
in new net hods of | eading people to Jesus and into healing."
[ 14]

In explaining the origin of his mnistry, Smth clains that the
"rooni of "experiential know edge" is the one that "contains the
original nenories and enbedded lies which shaned them causing
deep feelings of guilt, hopel essness, and despair"” [36]. He
describes his frustration on the way honme from a group neeting
for "Adult Survivors of Sexual Abuse," where "the ladies in this
group all knew the truth of their innocence and yet were in
bondage to the shame and fears of their abuse" [37]. It was
during this trip that Smth says he cried out to God for a way to

"...bridge this gap between enbracing the Iie to know ng the
truth.... I did not receive an answer that evening in the
16



car, but over the course of the next few weeks, sinple yet
profound principles began to energe in ny thinking. It was
as though a spigot had been turned on and the insight of
this process began to flow through ny mnd." [38]

Neverthel ess, he clains no new principles, but rather "sinple
bi blical truths" that have been "overl| ooked" [38].

Smith's disclaimer as to new revelation from God is not
entirely consistent throughout his book. Al though at tines
denying any claimto new revel ation, elsewhere he nmakes exactly
that claim

"When | was open to learning a new approach, God began to
pour this information into my mnd." [199, enphasis added]

"I could not wite down the new information fast enough to
keep up with what God was saying to ne."
[ 199, enphasi s added]

Is this...or is it not...a claimto be receiving new revel ati on

apparently hidden fromthe church in centuries past? This is no
small issue in evaluating Smth's mnistry. In spite of
di sclaimers sprinkled throughout the book, it is hard to escape
t he conclusion that theophostic mnistry rests on a claimto new
revel ati on outside the bounds of Scripture.

Epistemology Prior to Theophostic Ministry

Smith is enormously concerned about uncovering the lies
peopl e believe that cause them enotional pain. This concern is
one is the pillars of Theophostic Mnistry. Smith proposes two
general ways in which the conscience receives false infornmation:
(1) repeated exposure to the sanme information, and (2) traumatic

events [215]. I n discussing the sources of "enbedded lies," he
explains that "children will alnost always misinterpret life,"
and sonetines an adult (often a parent) will tell a child that he

is to bl ane:

“...my children have little choice but to believe whatever
tell them The sanme is true for all children. Parents tel
t hem who they are."” [31]

A third source of lies is denmonic influence [31], but Snith
explains that a denon is "only present because of the deception
in the person's nmind...ridding people of denbns does not release
them of the lies they believe" [32].

Fal se Menories. Smth is nore concerned about "the lies the
person believes" than whether a nmenory is true or false. He says
that it is not so much what actually happened that is causing the
trouble, but rather the person's interpretation of the event:
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"Theophostic Mnistry is not for the purpose of determning
what was true or false in the actual event but rather what
is perceived to be true in the event." [55]

Smth says that as nenories are stored, there is also an
interpretation of events, and that false interpretations cause
enotional pain [209]. He goes on to say that when a situation
arises, the brain searches for information, working according to
priority with safety being the highest priority [209].

"If | was abused as a child, | will probably not interpret
the experience with truth. | will assunme that the abuse
occurred as a consequence of sonmething | did or did not
do. ... W are also falsely progranmed through another's

opi nion of us." [358]

In discussing how a person can logically know truth yet stil
bel i eve and enbrace a lie:

"The lie is enbedded in the nenory banks of the brain while
the truth is located in a different part wth other | ogical
facts. The person is not able to access both areas at the
same tinme." [371]

People do msinterpret reality, and nenories are often
faul ty. Sin, pervasive as it is, inpacts every aspect of man
including the mnd. Unfortunately, Smth is unconcerned wth
whet her the nenory of an event is actually true, and false
menori es of abuse have the potential for irreparable damage to
reputations and relationships. Al so, we should not uncritically
accept Smth's undocunented assertion that a person is unable to
simul taneously access "the lie" and "the facts.™

Epistemology During Theophostic Ministry

Much of the theophostic process focuses on retrieval of past
menories, "stirring up the darkness,” in order to access the
"lies" that allegedly wunderlie current sinful behavior and
enoti onal pain:

"To 'stir up the darkness,' | have them focus on the picture
and tell thenselves the lie(s) (silently in their mnds),
allowing the enotions to surface." [135]

Later, the person being helped is expected to receive a direct
word from God.

Sources of Information. Smth discusses several possible
sources of information (and/or truth) during the mnistry
process. If the individual is "making it up hinmself,"” then

"not hi ng happens as far as rel ease of the painful enotion" [136].
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Early in his counseling career, Smth mght have considered
the counselor a source of truth, but now his perspective has
changed. He used to believe that the counselor's role was to
supply truth, but now he insists that "only Jesus can enter into
a person's historical reality and speak a present truth" [136].

"When Jesus enters into the person's nenory, He is present
tense. He wal ks about in the person's historical event and
Hs words create a present reality in the person's
hi storical nmoment." [137]

Denons are yet another source of nessages [137]. Smth says
that he has "been face to face with thousands of fully-manifested

denonic spirits" [137]. He sometines allows them to use the
person's vocal chords, but never allows them to "act out
physically or cause bodily or nental pain" [137]. Smth takes

authority over denons when he encounters them but cautions that:

"Until you are highly skilled in spiritual warfare, do not
all ow the denon to speak." [137]

Finally, Smth clains that physical nenory can be used "to
aid in recovery of repressed nenory and the discerning of
original hidden lies" [49].

The "Correct Lie." It is vitally inportant, according to
Smith, to correctly identify the lie. Smth warns that:

“...if the correct lie (the lie that was planted in the
original wound) is not discerned, no noticeable results wll
occur. You nust discover the lie that matches the enotional
pain in the menory, stir up the acconpanying enotion, and
then receive the divine truth." [69]

Smth cautions that God will only speak truth after the
"correct lie" is identified:

"If you have not correctly identified the original lie, God
will not reveal His truth." [96]

However, if you do correctly identify the lie, and God still does
not speak, "you nay be dealing with a cluster lie." At this
point, Smth recommends that you stir up the other lies [96].

This identification of lies is potentially a never-ending
process. An even greater <concern is that Smth does not
acknowl edge God's speaking to believers in Hs Wrd. There is no
bi bli cal precedent for the statement that God will not reveal His
truth unless certain "lies" are first identified. Such an
approach makes lies nore inportant than God's truth. Theophostic
t heol ogy seens to be constructed on an edifice of lies rather
than biblical truth
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Logi c. Logic is cast aside in this whole process. Smth
di stingui shes "logical cognitive information” from "experiential
know edge"” [34-35]. He explains by a "two-roont anal ogy that the
“light is off" in the latter but "on" in the fornmer [35]. In
| ooking at nenories during theophostic mnistry, Smth is nore
concerned with whether a statenment feels true than whether it
actually is true [27]:

"You nust keep himfocused on what 'feels' true, not on what
is true." [127]

"Basically, | try to keep people focused on what they are
feeling and the lies (what feels true, not what is true) and
side step their logical reasoning." [97]

Smth apparently denies that there is any legitimte role for the
mnd in the process of his mnistry:

"If you counsel with your clients in the roomwth the |ight
on (where the logical truth resides), they can quote the

Bible for you, affirmthe truth, and see the illogic of the
lie. Little will happen if you remain in this room Logic
and reason will not heal the wound. Reason is the eneny in

this process. Logic is the cause of the defense nechanisns
whi ch have kept them from accessing their wounds and
heal i ng." [67]

In fact, Smith would cast aside valid concerns raised by |ogica
t hi nki ng:

"A person nmay not be able to hear God's truth due to the
power of the logical mnd.... They are worried whether it
is really God or sinply their own thinking." [97]

| f a counselee does try to analyze and explain an event, rather
than entering the nenory and feeling the pain, Snmth cautions
t hat :

"“...we are not looking for the truth; we are |ooking for the
lie. This analyzed truth will not heal themfromthe lie."
[ 131]

Smith has counselees rate lies on a scale of 1 to 10, as to how
true a lie "feels."” [131-133]

The Bi bl e never casts aside logical thinking in this manner.
The intellect and the enptions are both aspects of the inner man,
the "heart.” Neither is to be sumarily di sm ssed.

Di ssoci ati on. This discussion would be inconplete wthout
some nention of "dissociation,” which Smth proposes as the
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expl anation for cases where nenories do not energe in spite of
pai nful enotion, or where nenories occur wthout enotion:

"Whenever you have strong enotion yet the absence of any
clear menory or no nenory at all, or if you have clear
menmory with the absence of enotion, then you probably are
dealing with sone |evel of dissociation. The scope of this
manual does not provide information on dealing with this
condition but can be | earned through the Advanced Training."
[ 49]

This analysis fails to acknow edge other possible reasons for
enotion or the lack thereof. Enotions may be related to current
unconf essed sin, for exanple.

God Speaks. Smith |ooks to emptions to "speak” the "correct

lie,” and then he expects direct revelation from God to the
counsel ee:
"When the three conmponents [historical enotional 'echo,’

menory picture, and enbedded lie] are in place, God reveals
truth, releasing the person of his lies and woundedness."

[39]

"The enotion wll speak its lie.... After the pain is
enbraced and the lie discerned, | ask the Lord Jesus to
reveal truth." [112]

"When we are willing to look at the true source and origin
of our enot i onal pain and enbrace the lies, we

experientially believe God will supply truth.” [116]

"If God does not reveal truth soon after stirring up the
dar kness (12-15 seconds), stop and | ook for the reasons for
Hs silence."” [135]

Smth says that "God speaks"” in "all the different ways He
presents truth to the individual...not limted to speaking audio
mental words" [2]. However, he proposes to distinguish such
"speaking” from revelation, again trying to avoid the charge of
new revel ati on

"I am not suggesting that what God is revealing to people is
new revelation." [3]

"I do not believe that He is speaking new truth nor truth
contrary to what He has already revealed in the Scriptures.”
[ 14]

| nstead, according to Smith, God is "personalizing H's Wrd for
the individual™ [3]. As to God's methods of revelation, Smth
says that He usually speaks words which cone into the person's
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mnd [138], but such words are never contradictory to Scripture
[ 139]. O her tinmes, He wuses word pictures (light, colors,
objects, items with synbolic value) [139]. | f the image cannot
be readily understood, Smth prays to Jesus for an interpretation
[ 139].

Smth assures his readers that God's truth wll enable
positive changes in the way people handle their |ives:

"It is possible and appropriate to discover truth which can,
and will, in turn change the way we enotionally respond to
current life situations. When negative enotions control
people's lives, it is due to their inability to appropriate
God's truth for the given situation." [47]

Yes, God's truth does change our responses, including our
enot i ons. The problem however, is the manner in which Smth
accesses "truth."” It is biblical truth, such as God' s promnm se of
eternal life, that conpletely reorients the believer's life. The

truth that Smth endorses s supposedly consistent wth
Scripture, yet Smth pushes the Bible to the side in his
mnistry, waiting instead for direct revelation.

Concl udi ng, Confirm ng and Continuing the Process. At the
conclusion of theophostic mnistry, Smth has the person "l ook
back and feel through the nmenory to determine if true healing has
occurred” [150], nmaking sure that "the nenory is conpletely free
of pain" [112]. He |ooks for "residual enotion® to see if
additional lies need to be processed [151]. Smth cautions that
such additional lies may energe, and there may be "splinter |ies”
presently in nmenories that are now peaceful [153]. He also says
that there will sonetinmes be a physical ache, often in the chest
or stomach. |If so, he encourages the person to ask Jesus to take
that pain onto Hinself [152].

In spite of nunmerous clains to permanent and conplete
heal i ng, Smth cautions:

"If you have a 'Jesus' proclaimng conplete healing such as
saying, 'You are conpletely whole' or 'It is finished,’
beware!" [151]

Explaining further, he says that "we are on a life |ong journey

of mnd renewal...take authority over this 'Jesus' and cast it
out!" [151].
This proposed "life long journey" of processing "lies" is

actually a substitute for the life long process of progressive
sanctification, wherein believers are conforned to the image of
Christ, becoming nore like Hmin true righteousness and hol i ness
(Ephesi ans 4: 22-24).

The Role of Scripture in Theophostic Ministry
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In tal king about how Jesus Christ "reveals H's freeing
truth,” Smth clainms that "I amnot saying that God is giving new
revel ation.™ (Smth repeatedly disclains "new revelation.™)
Instead, he clains that the truths revealed are "consistent with
what He has already given in H's Wrd" [14].

Smth even criticizes a counselee's own attenpts to |ook to
the Bible for truth. For exanple, he explains the use of
Scripture by a person who wanted to "perfornt in order to please
her counsel or:

"She would use her know edge of the Scriptures and quote
biblical texts out loud instead of sinply listening for
God's special truth for her. The things she was expressing
were indeed true, just not 'the truth' she needed to hear.”
[ 107]

It appears here that "listening” to God's "special truth" is nore
inmportant than the study of God's revealed truth in Scripture
It is true that people my m sunderstand, msinterpret, and
m suse Scripture at tines. However, Smith's approach is
dangerous, in that all sorts of special, individual truth is
allegedly "heard,” and it may or may not align with the Bible.

Smith's timng is also suspect, in that Scripture is viewed
as a nmere addition to what an individual has heard directly from
God. Smth says that after God has spoken to the counsel ee, he
"suppl ements” that truth with "supportive additional truths from
the Bible text" [201]. He explains that God "exchanges old life
for new and beauty for ashes” [152], but God's witten revel ation
is clearly relegated to a secondary, supplenentary role:

"I wll bless themw th positive affirmati ons and soneti nes
with the reading of Scripture that relates to what God has
said to them | wll then ask the Lord Jesus to affirmthe

reality of the healing." [152]

Smth's placenment of Scripture in such an inferior position,
exal ting new individual revel ation, poses serious dangers.

Theophostic v. Psychotherapy

Smith straddles the fence in his position on the validity of
psychol ogi cal counseli ng. H s opening "Statenent of Faith and
Belief," aside from his radical trichotomnmy, sounds reasonably
orthodox in ternms of the trinity, Scripture, deity of Christ,
sal vation, and evangelism Smth acknow edges here that "man's
ways (of counseling) have not produced what God's word says
shoul d be happening in the counseling setting" [vi]. In these
openi ng pages, the believer who wants to be biblical in his
mnistry will want to keep readi ng.
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In his first chapter, Smith distances his nmethod from any
sort of counseling, explaining to readers that he uses the term
"mnistry" rather than "counseling" [2]:

"If you do true Theophostic Mnistry then you cannot
rightfully be accused of counseling.” [13]

Agai n, such statenents nmay appeal to believers who want sonethi ng
ot her than psychol ogically based "Christian counseling,” and to
those who truly want to mnister to others and not nerely give
probl em sol ving counsel. Readers may be further encouraged when
Smth says he wants "sonething which can go beyond what secul ar
traditional therapy 1is doing,”™ nanely, conplete, permanent
freedom from bondage [17]. He describes his counseling
experience prior to theophostic as requiring considerable tine:
"...a person comng to me wth a sexual abuse history would need
to be in therapy for at least two years, and for as long as three
to five for sonme.” Now, he expects "drastic, remarkable change
in the first session” [10]. Christians truly are free from the
penal ty and power of sin because of the death and resurrection of
Christ (Romans 6:1-14), but nore analysis is necessary to test
the clains of theophostic mnistry.

Smith laments the fact that Christian counselors needl essly
seek the accreditation of the secular community:

"I wsh we could see our advantages over them and their
humani stic approaches. W have sonething they do not have.
We have truth and authority to bind the eneny and to | oose

the captives.... The trouble is that we have left our
foundational position and have accepted 'another gospel.'"
[17]

"...much of what we do as Christian counselors is no nore
m racul ous than what our secular contenporaries are doing.
The sad thing is we tend to look to them for direction,
approval, accreditation, theories, and practice rather than
standing alone with God in the area of faith, trust, and the
divine. W have forgotten from which we were hewn." [116]

| ndeed, the tenets of nodern psychology are well |abel ed "anot her
gospel ," and the church need not look for worldly accreditation
or approval for its personal mnistry anong believers. It also

appears encouragi ng when Smth appears to expose the flaws in so-
called "Christian counseling":

"W have bought into the secul ar psychol ogi cal nodel which
is nmedical and humanistic. |If you take the spiritual robes
of f nmuch of what we call Christian counseling, you wll find
basically the sane foundation as is holding up the secul ar
world of psychol ogy. This foundation has two primary
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humani stic stones. The first is 'self-help (human
effort)." [23]

Smth further explains that other "stones" in this foundation
i nclude the nedical nodel and "it's not ny fault,” both of which
"may be rooted in lies" [23]. W can agree with Smth that "self
hel p,” the nedical nodel, and a victim nentality are not
bi blically grounded.

However, at many points Smth endorses psychol ogy, or at
| east opens the door sufficiently so as not to alienate his
readers. Early in the book, Smth says he doesn't intend to
criticize "traditional therapy" [5], but is "just excited about a
nore effective way" [21]. He doesn't want to di sm ss psychol ogy,
and criticizes those who "demand a biblical nodel for all they do
in mnistry," because nodern nman uses new approaches in other
areas of life [7]. Smth describes his previous counseling as
"secular theories of psychology dressed up in Sunday clothes”
[ 193], but in alnobst the sanme breath he says:

"I am not seeking to discredit the value of secular
psychol ogy, but it truly has its [imtations." [193]

VWhich is it? Another gospel? O a valuable nethod that sinply
has "limtations"? Smth tries to appeal to believers on both
sides of this controversial issue, but in the process he may well
| ose bot h audi ences.

Training for Theophostic. VWiile Smth presents his nethod
as being biblically sound and distinct from professiona
psychot herapy, he repeatedly insists that those interested in

doing the mnistry nust receive appropriate training. He
encourages the reader to "do this mnistry only under qualified
supervision” or to fulfill state requirenments for licensure [9].
At the sane tine, he <clains that the church nust accept
responsibility for "setting t he captives free," t hat
pr of essi onal s cannot do it al | [8]. He  encourages
accountability, which could be a church, pastor, counseling
organi zation, or state license [9]. He warns against using his
methods wth "dissociative disorders,” those wth "multiple
alters,” and victinse of Satanic R tual Abuse, until having

received the advanced training offered by Smth at his Kentucky
retreat center [19]. Generally, such an approach tends to create
an elite "priesthood" of counselors who hold thenselves above
ot her believers. Al'l Christians have access to God's Wrd and
Spirit, although we certainly need nuch "one another” mnistry so
that all may grow in their faith.

Further, Smith endorses sone other works, such as Dr. Janes

Friesen's "Uncovering the Mstery of MD' [101]. He cautions
t hat :
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"I'f you are not famliar with this condition, do not attenpt

to work a person through his nenories. You can cause
greater harm than good if you are not qualified to do so."
[ 149]

Again, rather than affirm that believers are conpetent to
mnister to one another (Romans 15:14), Smth insists that
mnistry requires "professional" credentials. Certainly,
believers can mnister nore effectively followi ng their own study
of the Scripture, good Bible teaching in their churches, and
wi sdom acquired through years of godly Iiving. However, it is
not necessary to have a psychology degree, or to conplete a
specific training program in order to mnister to others in the
body of Chri st.

Theophostic Ministry and the Counseling Relationship

Smith's view of the counselor's role has gone through a
maj or reconstruction since the developnent of theophostic
mnistry:

"Bef ore Theophostic Mnistry | viewed nmy role of counselor
as one who di agnosed problens, offered steps of correction,
and encouraged application.... | believed people were in
trouble due to their lack of truth and skill in applying the
truth.” [192]
The rol e of the counselor, or theophostic "mnister," has several
different aspects that Smith discusses: participating follower-
hel per, di scer ner, spiritual advocat e, af fi rmer - encour ager,
interpreter, discipler-teacher, and bearer of burdens (p. 193-
197, Chapter 12). Al of these appear to be founded on genera
bi blical principles for believers mnistering to one another, but
serious weaknesses energe. The nost troubling aspect of the
counselor's role is that both Scripture and logic are set aside
in favor of an experiential approach.

Smith carefully limts the theophostic mnister's role. The
limtations he proposes have the sound of spiritual humlity, but
unfortunately, God's revealed Wrd (Scripture) is secondary to
what ever the counsel ee perceives to be a direct revelation from
God. Smith says to acknow edge Jesus as your |eader and work as
H s assistant:

"Ask Jesus if He would like to do this or that; do not tell
Jesus what to do. Do not tell the person what to do either,
but make gentl e suggestions." [194]

There is an elenent of truth here, in that it is truly the Holy
Spirit who changes the believer's heart, and of course, we ought
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never be so presunptuous as to tell Jesus what to do. However
as the apostle Paul said to the early Roman Christians, we are
conpetent to counsel one another (Romans 15:14), having been
equi pped with the know edge of God's Word. Smth's approach is
nore of a touchy-feely experience that can easily be distorted.

Smth sees the counselor as a "discerner" who senses the
| eading of God in order to discover the "hidden lies" [194]:

"Often tines in the process | wll have a thought or word
enter ny mnd. | have conme to trust these inpressions as
God's gentle pronptings of H's |eadership and direction.”
[ 195]

Smth says he never forces an idea on a person, nor does he say
"God told ne," but he asks "Does this feel true to you...."
[ 195]. Wiile it is good for the counselor not to claim new
revelation in the context of counseling, the counselee's feelings
are exalted as the final arbiter of truth, and the counselee is
expected to be "told" sonething directly by Cod.

Smth defines the counselor's role primarily in terns of
facilitating the "lie identification" process, rather than giving
counsel, and he insists that truth nust be received directly from
God and not fromthe counsel or

"We can discern the |lies together, but to be heal ed requires
you to receive a personal Wrd of truth directly from the
source of truth (no, not me your therapist)." [24]

"The primary reason that he needs to hear from Jesus and not
us i s because of the tinme frame in which the truth is being
received.... He needs the truth spoken into the nmenory. |
cannot do this. | can speak a truth at the nenory, but it
will only be received logically in the present tense. Jesus
supersedes all tine. He is all-tense." [355]

If God's "personal Wrd" were derived fromthe Bible, the first
statenment would be a good one. Instead, Smth proposes a type of
direct revelation to the counsel ee.

Smth distinguishes Theophostic Mnistry from cognitive
therapy in that wth the latter, it is the therapist who nust
di scern the faulty thinking and supply truth. Both are concerned
about replacing lies with truth [31], but the theophostic
counselor facilitates the process by pushing logic to the side:

"I find I have to be much nore directive in this process
than ever before to keep people from being logical and to
keep them novi ng al ong through the process."” [107]

Smth is thus directive, but he directs away from the Bible and
t he | ogical thought processes that God has given us as creatures
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made in H's inmage. Rat her than opening God's Wrd, Smth's
approach is to look for personalized guidance through words (from
God) or sone ot her neans of comrunicati on:

"Throughout the discerning process, the therapist nust
remain totally dependent on the Holy Spirit's words of
knowl edge and the person's inner awareness to guide hiniher
to the lie.... Once the lie is discerned and the darkness
stirred up, God wll speak or show truth through sone
means. " [70]

Smth describes a "three-way conversation"” that occurs in his
counseling, wherein the counselor's role is to evaluate the
genui neness of what the person believes he has heard from God
"I ask Jesus, He speaks to them they tell nme what they think He
has indicated, and | discernits reliability" [136]. At the sane
time, Smth rarely attenpts to interpret the "experiential truth”
a counsel ee hears from God; he does so only if the person stil
does not understand after asking Jesus: "Wen the right
interpretation is made, they will know it is right" [197].

However, what about the content of this "truth"? Throughout
his discussions of the counselor's role, Smth insists on direct
revelation from the Spirit rather than using the Wrd that God
has already revealed and instructed us to use in mnistry to one
anot her. Theophostic mnistry places fallible human bei ngs, both
counsel or and counselee, in the role of evaluating a new "word"
all egedly received from GCod. Meanwhile, the Wrd God has
provided (the Bible) is intentionally set aside. Logic is only
introduced at the conclusion of the process, when Smth affirns
the truth God has spoken to the counselee [196] and provides
"suppl emental truth" [197]:

"It is now, after having received experiential truth in
their foundational menories, that they are able to
appropriate logical truth and teaching." [197]

Experience and feelings are set above reason and logic as the
standard by which "truth" is to be judged.

Smth has sonme counsel for the counselor preparing to
mnister, and sone of it is based on valid biblical principles
for mnistry:

1. "Enter into each session with an open mnd and a
readi ness to | earn sonething new " [199]

2. "Prepare yourself to stand against the eneny." [199]
3. "Armyourself with truth." [201]
4. "Enter each session with a pure heart."” [201] Smth

says to "spend a few nonments alone with the Savior yourself"
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and pray for the people to whomyou mnister. He also prays
during the session [201].

5. "Know your place of authority and stand in it wth
confidence.” [202] (This has to do with authority over the
mani f estation of denons, a subject to be reviewed in a |ater
section.)

Certainly, effective mnistry to others requires the believer to
spend time with the Lord, be arnmed with truth (God's Wrd), and
pray for others.

Smth also warns about the counselor's notives, but
unfortunately buys into secul ar "codependency" theory:

"Sonetinmes, we want healing for the person nore than he
wants to be heal ed. I think this may result from our own
co- dependency and |ie-based woundedness." [ 106]

"When we organi ze ourselves around another's pain and need
for healing, we are codependent. W need to be free of the
lie that causes us to stress out over others' pain.
Soneti mes our own woundedness is confused with conpassion.”
[ 145]

There are problens here, in that a believer may genuinely desire
freedom for a |loved one, particularly an unbeliever, nore than
that other person appears to desire change. The notive may or
may not be godly, but it isn't necessarily always "lie-based
woundedness. " Only God can truly discern the notives and
t houghts of the inner man (1 Sanuel 16:7; Jerem ah 17:10).

Smth also warns that the counselee may be notivated by a
desire to please the counsel or

"Sone people will feel a great need to perform for [the
counselor] as their helper” and therefore "try to create
truths” to acconplish the counselor's goal, rather than wait
for God to reveal truth. [107]

Such things do happen. However, this particular problemcould be
elimnated entirely by relying on the truth God has revealed in
H s Wrd, rather than expecting some new "truth" to energe.

Theophostic Theology: The Nature of Man

Any counseling theory nust rest on sone view of the nature
of man. God created man, both nmale and female, in H's inage, to
glorify HHmand live in covenantal fellowship with Hm Mn has

been separated from God by sin. This 1s the npbst basic,
fundanmental root problem from which arises all of the problens
encountered in the counseling context. Deviations from this
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theme inevitably fail to produce the type of change that GCod
desires in His people. Smith recognizes the reality of sin, but
he is far nore concerned about wounds inflicted by others than he
is about godly responses. He also digresses frombiblical truth
regardi ng human nature

Radical Trichotomy

Smith proposes a radical division of the inner man that
ought to disturb even those believers who hold to a trichotonous
(body-soul -spirit) view

First, note Smth's view of creation:

"He [CGod] breathed life spirit into a body of living organic
fl esh and equipped this dichotony with a third counterpart
called the mnd. It is fromthis mnd that the spirit man
(the spiritual breath of God) is able to live life on the
pl anet we call earth." [203]

CGenesis 2:7 teaches us that God fornmed the first man out of the
lifeless dust of the earth, then breathed into him so that he
became a "living soul." This lifeless dust can hardly be
described as a "dichotony." There is nothing in the text to
suggest any sort of "living organic flesh" before God breathed
the breath of life into his nostrils. Aside from this basic
problem the two sentences quoted above are barely coherent. If
the "third counterpart” is the "mnd," what are the two parts in
the original dichotony? Body and spirit? How could that be,
when there was no spirit until God's in-breathing? Does Smth
equate the mnd and spirit, as the third counterpart?

Smth says that the primary damage of abuse is to the "sou
or mind" of the person, rather than the spirit:

"Janes the Apostle wote to the early Christians that they
could have their souls saved (rebuilt, renewed, restored) by
receiving the Word of CGod i nplanted" [203].

Smth says he was confused about this text because he believed
the soul of a Christian is already saved. He now believes that
this passage is not the same as the salvation of the spirit in 2
Corinthians 5:17 [203], the famliar verse about the believer

being a "new creature in Christ.” Smth says that "all things"
in 2 Corinthians 5:17 (which are "made new') does not include the
body or mnd, which are still "programmed" the same as prior to
conversion [204]. "Al'l things" only includes the "inner man"

(Ephesians 4:24) [204]. Smths explains that (supposedly):

"The spirit is righteous yet blinded in part by the
deception held in the m nd. The mnd needs to be renewed
(Romans 12:2) so it will stop hindering the perspective of
the redeened spirit." [206]
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The trichotonous view of man arises out of the alleged sharp

distinction between "soul” and "spirit.”" Smth clains that the
A d Testanment uses "soul" and "spirit" as synonyns, but the New
Test ament does not [204]. He cites 1 Thessalonians 5:23 (a
frequently cited prooftext for trichotony) and Ephesians 4:23-24
[204]. He clains that the "soul"™ <can be identified by

"subtracting"” the body and the spirit from the whole man [204].
However, a review of several reputable G eek |exicons used by
t heol ogians, as <conpared to Smth, reveals that there is
consi derable overlap in the New Testanment between the terns sou

and spirit:

SPIRIT - SMTH S DEFI NI TI ON

"Who he [a person] is inwardly,” "his individual unique
eternal being, created in the imge of God at conception,”
"the spark of life breathed into man which will never die"

[204]. The spirit is fallen and separated from God, due to
sins and due to separation inherited through Adam [ 204- 205] .

SPIRIT (pneuma):

1 - blowing, breathing, wnd (Bauer);? novenent of air
(Thayer);?®

2 - breath, (life-)spirit, soul (Bauer) ; vita
principle by which the body is ani mated (Thayer);

3 - spirit as part of human personality; immterial
part of man when used with flesh in 2 Corinthians 7:1,
Col ossi ans 2:5 (Bauer);

4 - source/seat of insight, feeling, will; inner life
of man (Bauer); the rational spirit, the power by which a
human being feels, thinks, wlls, decides; the sou
(Thayer); a sinple essence, devoid of all or at |east al
grosser matter, and possessed of the power of know ng,
desiring, deciding, and acting (Thayer); the disposition or
i nfluence which fills and governs the soul of any one, the
efficient source of any power, affection, enotion, desire
(Thayer);

> Wl ter Bauer, translated by WlliamJ. Arndt and F. Wl bur Gngrich, A G eek-
Engl i sh Lexi con of the New Testament (second edition), (Chicago and London:
The University of Chicago Press, 1957 and |979).

: Gimm S. Wlke S. davis Novi Testanenti translated and revised and
enl arged by Joseph Henry Thayer, D.D., The New Thayer's G eek-English Lexicon
of the New Testanent (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1981).
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5 - spirit as an independent being that cannot be
percei ved by the physical senses (God, angels, evil spirits)
(Bauer) ;

6 - Holy Spirit (Bauer); God's power and agency
(Thayer);

Thayer's definition of pneuma notes that pneuma and

psyche are wused indiscrimnately nost of the tinme (1
Thessal oni ans 5:23 is an exception).

SOUL (psyche):

1 - (breath of) life, life-principle, soul (Bauer);
breath, breath of life, vital force which animtes the body
and shows itself in breathing (Thayer);

2 - earthly life itself (Bauer); life (Thayer);

3 - the seat and center of the inner life of man in its
many and varied aspects, including feelings and enotions
(Bauer) ; the seat of feelings, desires, aff ecti ons,

aver si ons (Thayer);

4 - seat and center of life that transcends the earthly
(Bauer); the (human) soul in so far as it is so constituted
that by the right use of the aids offered it by God it can
attain its highest and secure eternal blessedness, the soul
regarded as a noral being designed for everlasting life

(Thayer);

5 - that which possesses life, a living creature
(Bauer); that in which there is Ilife, a |living being
(Thayer);

6 - an essence which differs fromthe body and is not
di ssol ved by death, noting "disenbodi ed" souls in Acts 2: 27,
Rev. 6:9 (Thayer).

Smth claims that the "mnd/soul™ is distinct from the
spirit and has the follow ng functions: (1) stores and retrieves
menories, (2) uses those nenories to think and reason, (3)
accunul ates values and perceived truths, (4) supplies enotions

that match the person's beliefs [206]. Smith expressly excludes
the "will" (choosing to act), which he believes is a function of
the spirit [206]. What about choosing to believe in Christ?

Using Smith's theory, it isn't possible (and he isn't a

Cal vinist), because the spirit has not been renewed. (Scripture

does affirm man's inability to believe, apart from regeneration
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[ Matt hew 7:17-18, 12:33-35; John 6:35 ("come" to Jesus neans
having faith in Hm, 44-45, 64-65; Romans 8:7-8; 1 Corinthians
2:14, 12:3]; however, the Spirit causes regeneration prior to
saving faith.)

The sharp soul-spirit division proposed by Smth does not
wi thstand scriptural scrutiny, and there are serious inplications
for mnistry.

Truth, Knowledge, and Conscience

Smth proposes two categories of truth: (1) non-
experiential, non-enotional ("logical"), and (2) experiential
[ 206- 207] . He clainms that "experiential" know edge overrides
logical truth in tinmes of crisis [207]. He also insists that
such non-1ogical "know edge" is buried beneath the |evel of

CONScCi OUsS awar eness:

"Much of our belief system is not accessible from a

consci ous perspective. It is experienced from the
subconscious mnd in the form of sensations and feelings."
[ 208]

Smth defines the conscience in terns of "experiential
know edge,"” calling it "the storehouse of previously established

truth” [211]. He clainms that "much of what a person says he
believes is not in his conscience” but is "nmerely stored,
categorized brain information"” [211]. This is the "non-
experiential,"” logical truth category proposed by Smth. But the

consci ence, according to Smth, does not fall under the "logic"
category:

"Conscience truth is what we live by. It governs our life
and choi ces. " [211]

To effect changes in living, Smth insists that this non-I ogical
"conscience" is what requires change: "If a person is to
experience healing, the conscience nust be reprogramed"” [213].
Citing Romans 12:2, Smith insists that the renewing of the mnd
in this verse could not be sinply receiving new information:

"Sinply filling our database with new information wll
acconplish wvery [little in transformng our lives.
Transformati on occurs when we reprogram the conscience wth
truth." [215-216]

W could agree that nere information, per se, does not
change |ives. Even the denons have sonme accurate theol ogica
i nformation, but w thout saving faith (Janmes 2:19). Jesus taught
us the inportance of the human heart as the source of all sorts
of sin (Matthew 15:15-20; see also Janes 4:1-3).
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However, Smth's radical division of the inner man throws us
off the biblical track here. He sees the spirit as redeened and

ri ghteous, but the soul/mnd as still needing to be "saved" or
"healed.”" (The G eek word for "save" can nean "heal" in certain
cont ext s. Careful exegesis is required to discern the correct
translation and neaning, e.g., in James 1:21. See |ater section

regarding Smth's exegetical errors.) This inner dichotony may
seem a convenient explanation as to why Christians continue to
struggle with sin, but it is not biblical. The unredeened
"soul/mnd" is allegedly driven by experience rather than |ogic,
and this is the part of the inner man that Smth clains is hurt

by the sins of others (abuse). Smth thus tosses Scripture to
the side in his mnistry, despite God' s assurances of its
sufficiency (2 Tinothy 3:16, 2 Peter 1:3-4). Per sonal

responsibility is grossly mnimzed by Smth's theory that the
mnd is driven by "know edge" that is buried below the |evel of
consci ousness.

Notice how Romans 8 describes the Christian life. As
bel i evers, we wal k according to the Spirit rather than the flesh
(8:4). Those who wal k according to the Spirit set their mnds on
the things of the Spirit (8:5-6). How does this reconcile with
Smth's insistence that the "soul™ or "mnd" is not fully
redeened? The mind of the unbeliever, by contrast, is set on the
fl esh and cannot subject itself to the law of God or please H m
(8:7-8). This sorry state does not apply to the believer, who by
definition has the Spirit of Christ and belongs to H m (8:9-10).
The contrast portrayed here (believer v. unbeliever) is set forth
in ternms of the mnd, contrary to Smth.

Repressed Memories

Smth's theophostic approach is grounded in the assunption
that traumatic nenories can be repressed so as to becone
i naccessible to the conscious m nd. This is an exanple of the
"experiential" know edge that allegedly drives human behavior.
He nust make such an assunption, in order to support the claim
that it is necessary to retrieve such nenories and the "lies"
enbedded in them Smth has no patience with his critics:

"I cannot conprehend people who want to deny the reality of
repressed nenory. The only explanation | have for these
people is that they are either |acking experience working
with people in pain or else sinply in denial of the
obvi ous. " [ 56]

Smth explains his response to such critics in pragmatic
terms, claimng that some his fornmer counsel ees have:

"...the perfect peace of Christ after having enbraced the
repression and received truth fromJesus.... They will have
al ready done everything else available in typical counseling
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but by sinply enbracing their repressed nenories and
receiving a freeing truth fromGod they are restored." [57]

Still another response is to presune that critics are
thensel ves guilty of the type of sin that is likely to create a
"repressed” nenory:

"If | were seeking to hide ny evil deeds |I mght want to
di scredit the reliability of what others renenber." [57]

Thus Smith explains away criticisns of the repressed nenory
phenonena, w thout considering the possibility that there m ght
be genui ne theol ogi cal concerns about his nethods.

Dissociation

The "repressed nenory" phenonmenon goes hand in hand wth
Smth's view of "dissociation." Smth says that he does not
t horoughly cover this topic in the basic text we are review ng,
but he believes it occurs frequently:

"Whenever | encounter a person who can feel strong enotion
yet cannot |ocate the nenory from which it is comng, |
suspect sone |evel of dissociation." [376]

Smth believes that dissociation is a neans of denying that sone
traumati c event ever occurred:

"The primary lie of a dissociative systemis that the event
never happened." [376]

He also appears to believe in "multiple personalities” that
enmerge in connection with such a "dissociative systeni':

"...before you <can access the nenory vyou nust gain
perm ssion from the protecting system (often alters) to go
there." [376]

"The alter did not go through the event; he is a projection
comng off the nenory event protecting the conscious mnd
from the pain and doing functional jobs in the present
life." [376]

"It [the alter] is a nmental functioning part of the person
doing a specific role.” [376]

"Multiple personalities" split the inner nman even nore than

Smth's radical trichotony. There is no apparent limt to the
"alters" that may be present. This has serious inplications for
evangelism as well as sanctification. Scripture views human

bei ngs as whole persons, as we see in the command to |ove GCod
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with vyour whole heart, soul, mnd, and strength. ( See
D scernnent Publication's critique of The Mystery of MPD, by Dr.
James B. Friesen.)

Man as a Moral Agent

Smth clainms that God acts in the context of tota
hel pl essness, and therefore a declaration of "total hel pl essness”
is "a necessity in the Theophostic process...we call this act
"stirring up the darkness'" [115]. Smth has the person "enbrace
the lie in the nenory and confess it as true" [115]. At the sane

time, he believes that man's "free wll" is left intact:
"A person's free will is never violated in the Theophostic
process." [115]
"Theophostic Mnistry will not release people of their lies
against their will." [164]

As an exanple, Smth describes the case of a young man who was
using people to escape responsibility, but refused to confess
this sin and "let go of the rewards of being a victini' [164-165].

Essentially, Smith asserts an unbiblical view of human will:

"W have been created as free choosing agents. God does not

nor will He violate our free will." [228]

The problem with this is that if God did not "violate our
free wll" by graciously granting new life (regeneration), there
woul d be no conversions whatsoever (Romans 3:10-18; Psalm 14:1-
3). Man is a noral agent who makes noral choices and is fully
responsible for his actions (free agency), but the will is in
bondage to sin apart from God's gracious intervention. The
unbeliever is only able to decide between alternative sinful
choi ces. Many verses affirm the inability of the unregenerate

man: Matthew 7:17-18, 12:33-35; John 6:35, 44-45, 64-65; Romans
8:7-8;, 1 Corinthians 1:18, 2:14, 12:3; Ephesians 2:1-2. Smth
sees man as being able to make the initial choice required for
sal vation, but not the choices follow ng conversion that would
lead to godliness [228]. H s thinking is reversed. Man requires
a renewing of the will by divine intervention in order to believe
in Christ. Then (see Romans 6), being set free fromthe power of
sin, the redeemed man has the ability and freedom to act in a
godl y manner.

Smth is closer to the truth when discussing the ability of
the regenerate person, if the term"saved" is substituted for the
word "heal ed" in passages such as this one:

"Theophostic Mnistry wll not prevent people from naking
wrong choices after they are heal ed." [168]
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Citing Romans 7:22-8:2, Smth says:

"Just becanme | amnow free fromthe lie (sin) does not nean
| wll not choose to sin again. | still have a choice but
t he power of sin has been broken." [170]

Yes, believers do continue to make sinful choices after they are
saved, but Christ has broken the power of sin so that that are
now abl e to make ri ghteous choi ces.

Neverthel ess, Smth reads his own nmethod onto the Scripture.
In discussing the woman caught in adultery, after Jesus said she
was not condemed:

"She could go right out and commt adultery if she chose to.
But if you are free from the lie which was driving your
behavi or, you are less likely to do it." [169]

Smth presupposes that "lies" learned earlier in life are what
actually drives behavior, contrary to Scriptures such as Janes
1:14-15 and Matthew 15:15-20, which teach that sin is rooted in
the lusts of the heart. \While the Bible sees a radical turning
point at the tinme of salvation, in terns of the believer's
ability to make righteous choices, Smth marks that change at the
time of theophostic mnistry.

Simlarly, note how Smth apparently places discipleship,
teaching, and sanctification after his approach has been used to
deal wth the past:

"That is why continual discipleship and teaching in CGod's
truth is inperative for people after they have been set
free." [169]
Biblically, God' s people should be discipled and taught His truth
in order to deal with past sins (of thenselves and others), as
wel | as present sin.

Family Systems

Smith proposes a famly systens theory that assunes "a

person's troubles are systemic in nature.” This nmeans that "if
one person is upset, all the others will react and respond to
that upheaval " [381]. Hs view of the famly 1is (not
surprisingly) bound up with his view of the individual, trapped
by "lies" that result from sone experience of bei ng wounded:
“...famly conflict is nothing nore than lies that are

systemcally |inked and perpetuated throughout the famly
system " [382]

"Alnost always the famly conflict is rooted in individual
woundedness” and not in the present situation [383]. Smth
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expl ains the behavior of children as "a conbination of both the
lies they have enbraced and a reflection of +the marital
relationship or other primary adult relationship in their life"
[ 383] . Then, "when the parents in the famly system heal and
begin to relate appropriately, the children often reflect this
change" [384].

Certain, Scripture places a premum on good famly
rel ati onships, and God gives serious instructions to parents in
the raising of their children. However, Smth again assunes that
famly conflicts are rooted in woundedness rather than
si nful ness. Thi s unbi blical approach to the problem results in
unbi blical sol utions. Instead of confession, repentance,
forgiveness, and reconciliation, Smth would direct troubled
famlies to take an excursion into the past to see where they
have been hurt by others, rather than facing their own sins in
t he present.

Theophostic Theology: The Nature of Sin

The entire nethodol ogy of theophostic mnistry focuses on
the sins of others (wounds) rather than our own sins, past and
present . There is an wunderlying assunption that we cannot
proceed with godly living in the present until we focus on and
are "healed" of the effects of sins others have conmitted
against us in our childhoods. To his credit, Smith notes the
tendency to use termnology that softens sin, e.g., "premarita
sex" instead of fornication [220]. He also affirns that a
believer is eternally sealed, and that his sins as a Christian do
not inpact his eternal destination [220]. Smith acknow edges
that the only cure for sin is the cross of Jesus Christ, citing
Hebrews 9:22 [221]. Nevertheless, there are serious theol ogical
problems with his view of sin.

Sin-Based Theology or Lie-Based Theology?

Smith's entire theology regarding sin is grounded in the
assunption that sinful behavior is driven by "lies" rather t han
man' s sinful nature, desires, and heart. He says that sin based
theology bel i eves that the root of my problemis ny sin" i.e.,

'we walk in defeat...because we have a sin nature and we choose
to sin rather than choose to walk in ri ght eousness" [ 225]. He
clains this "doesn't work," that the success rate with this
approach is | ow and produces "a church who denies her true state
of woundedness." He conpares this state of the church to that of
Laodicia (Revelation 3:17-18) [225].

Smith does affirm his belief in man's fallen state and the
atoning blood of Christ as the only way to be right with God
[ 225]. However, he confuses even this truth by proposing sone
sort of "true self" that is separated from God:
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"Before we conme to Christ in faith, we have a fallen nature.
Qur true self is separated from God by our sinful state.”
[ 230]

The Bible sinply says that we are separated from God by our sin.
The whol e person is separated, not some imaginary "true self."

Smth proposes a different explanation for the sins of a
Christian, who is no | onger separated from Cod:

"A true believer's sinful behavior is not rooted in a sinful
nature but in deception of his experiential know edge."

[ 230]
At this time..."the source of ny sin problemis no longer in ny
heart...nmy trouble wth sin is now in ny mnd or |ie based

t hi nki ng" [225, enphasis added]. This m nd-heart dichotony is
inconsistent with Scripture, which refers to the thoughts and
intentions of the heart (Hebrews 4:12). Smth cautions that if

we focus on overcomng sin, "we wll wnd up in legalism
perfectionism and self-effort" [225-226]. He discusses three
common beliefs that he all eges are erroneous.

1. That we can overcone sin and live in victory through
determ nation and self-efforts [226]. Smth contrasts this with
the church's rejection of "works salvation." Elsewhere, he says

it is not victory to cease a sinful behavior, and suggests that
we may "overconpensate with religious behavior” [219].

"Any attenpt to overcone our lie with adjusting our behavior
is works salvation and 'falls short of the glory of God,' as
does any sinful choice. This is not true victory but rather
swtching the lie's node of manifestation.” [219]

As we wll discuss nore thoroughly in a later section, Smth
confuses justification and sanctification, and he fails to see
the legitinate role of human efforts and participation in the
latter.

2. That "abstinence" is victory in our battle with sin
[ 226- 227] .

"I am afraid that nmuch of what we call Christian victory is
nerely controlled behavior and little nore than what a
nonbel i ever could achieve if he just set his mnd to it."
[ 226]

Smith notes the "abstinence" goal of support groups, viewed as a
"badge of honor" [226]. Wiile it is true that nmere outward
holiness does not please God (Matthew 23:27-28), the New
Test ament repeatedly exhorts believers to conduct thenmselves in a
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godly manner (for exanple, Romans 6:12-14; Ephesians 4:1-3, 17-
24; 1 Peter 1:14-17).

3. That we nust be willing to turn fromsin and choose CGod
in order to overcone sin [227-228]. Smth affirnms that we nust
choose to turn to God as our only hope for redenption, but clains
it is inpossible to willfully choose to turn away from sin. He
rejects this definition of repentance, saying it is just another
act of self-effort rather than faith [227]. Smith says the New
Testament word for "repentance"” does not nean turning away from
anyt hing, but sinply to change one's mnd [227].

Smith's view does not square with definitions of the Geek

word for repentance, "netanoia." Bauer's |lexicon, for exanple

says it does nean to "turn away" from sonething, although it is
also defined as a changing of mnd (Thayer). However, that
"change of mnd" is itself a "turning away" from sin. Kittel*

observes that the New Testament uses "netanoia" to describe a
one-time total conversion, beyond the call to sorrow for sin and
make restitution. Notice that turning toward God is also
necessarily a turning away from sin.

Biblically, repentance, like faith, is indeed a gift of Cod,
not self-effort: Acts 11:18, 2 Tinothy 2:25, Lanmentations 5:21
There is thus a grain of truth in Smth's position, and he does
acknow edge true repentance as God's gift, citing Janes 1:17 and

2 Tinothy 2:25. He also notes that true repentance is a
consequence of God's kindness (Romans 2:4) and the result of
godly sorrow (2 Corinthians 7:10) [228]. But again, Smith

presunes that the "change of mnd" God grants is equivalent to
hi s theophostic m nistry approach.

4. That confessing sin has sone effect on the lies at the
root of our sinful behavior [229]. According to Smth:

"The truth is, confession only renoves the stains of the
i medi ate defilenment but makes no provision for the lies
which are at the root of our sinful choices and source of
tenptation." [229]

Smith claims that all of this "self-effort”" only leads to a
"fal se sense of spiritual maturity" [229].

Smth presupposes his "lie-based" theology in reading the
Scri ptures. H's comments fail to account for the sinple truth
stated in Scriptures such as 1 John 1:9, that if we confess our
sins, God is faithful, both to forgive and to cleanse us of al
unri ght eousness.

* Kittel, Gerhard and Friedrich, Gerhard (editors), translated by Geoffrey W
Brom | ey, Theological Dictionary of the New Testanent (abridged in one
volune). WIliam B. Eerdmans Publishing Conpany, 1985.
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"Sins of the Fathers"?

Smth nakes a sweeping generalization about the inpact of
wounds that are not "healed,” and thus indirectly about the
necessity for his approach to mnistry:

"The synptons of every wound not healed will be passed down
to the next generation.... This is wthout exception."
[ 188]

Smth bases this on a reference to the Ad Testanent passage
about the "sins of the fathers" being passed down from generation

to generation. He says that a nolested person wll not
necessarily nolest his own children, but the wound w Il inpact
his manner of dealing with them [188]. Sonme of the "synptons”
al l egedly passed down include the follow ng: (1) inability to

remenber chil dhood, (2) feelings of shane and guilt, (3) sexua
dysfunction, including difficulty feeling intimate (4) difficulty
expressing enotions [189], (5) conpul sive/addictive behavior, (6)
other (low self-esteem inadequacy, suicidal thoughts, fears,
poor partner choices) [190].

The biblical text, "sins of the fathers,"” is found enbedded
in the Ten Commandnents, specifically, the third commandnent
regarding idolatry (Exodus 20:5). God is prohibiting the worship
of false gods (idols), and it is He who "visits the iniquities of
the fathers”™ on the third and fourth generations of those who
hate Hm The sin here is not generalized, but the specific sin
of idolatry, and it is CGod Hi nself who causes the consequences
However, this "visiting the iniquities on the third and fourth
generations” is imrediately foll owed by God's prom se of covenant
faithful ness to thousands of generations of those who |ove H m
The conparison is a critical part of this passage, because of the
confort it should bring to those who |ove God. This text sinply
does not support the view that individuals who are sinned agai nst
as children nmust undergo sonething l|ike theophostic mnistry to
heal wounds resulting from the sins of others, or be dooned to

pass on the "synptonms" to future generations. However, Smth
bases his counseling method, and his view of sin, on the
assunption that "woundedness" is the root problem that wll

i nevitably inpact future generations.
Man's Fundamental Problem

Smth defines the fundanental problem of nbst counselees in
terms of enotional pain and woundedness, including guilt and
shane for those who have been sexually abused [ 11].

"Theophostic Mnistry says you are in trouble as a
consequence of lies enbedded in your nenories. These lies
are dictating your thinking and behavior each tine the
menories are accessed when present |ife triggers them
t hrough associ ations." [24]
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"I often tell people who are carrying deep wounds that there
is very little in their present |life that is not being
i npacted by the original wound." [364]

I nterpersonal conflict is simlarly attributed to wounds, rather
t han sin:

"I find people are not really in conflict; they are just
wounded, 'bunmping' into each other's wounds or |ie-infested
pai nful nmenories."” [15]

Scripture, however, does not teach such a view In James 4, for
exanple, we are told that conflicts result from lust, envy, and
wrong noti ves.

Smith tries to draw a sharp |line between woundedness and
sin, and the solutions for each:

"The only cure for sin is the cross, but woundedness cones
about as a result of soneone else's sinful actions.... W
don't need to be healed of sin. Sin is atoned through death
on the cross." [82]

The line is Dblurred, however, as we consider specific
situations. For exanples, Smith describes a pastor who had an
affair wwith a woman in his church. Smth Ied himthrough a trai
of menories, back to a tinme when he experienced abandonnent and

rejection as a small boy. The pastor exclainmed to Smith that
this menory was "the reason” why he "did all those other things."
Then: "When we returned to the first nmenory of the sexual

affair, he found release as he was able to forgive hinself now
that he understood the reason for his failure" [80-81, enphasis
added]. Smith uses "woundedness" as an explanation for what the
Bible clearly defines as sin (adultery in this case). He refuses
to look at sin in the present wi thout an excursion into the past
to find sone sort of "wound” as the real culprit:

"Most of our difficulties and pain have been with us for

nost of our lives.... |If we blame our present situation for
our enotional pain, we are destined to remain crippled."”
[ 115]

"The hurtful behavior by one person to another is often
their reaction to the pain they feel comng from their
woundedness. " [ 125]

Smith flatly denies that sinis the primary problem particularly
for the struggling believer:

"I want to suggest that if we focus on sin as being the
probl em (and repentance and abstinence as the solution), we
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set ourselves up for wultimte defeat and a cycle of
per petual confession, repentance, and self-effort."” [219]

"I do believe that sin is the root of the problem in the
life of 'fallen mankind,' but not in the heart of those who
are 'partakers of the divine nature.'" [219]

The Scripture does meke a radical distinction between the
bel i ever, who has been nade alive together with Christ, and the
unbeliever, who is dead in sin (Ephesians 2:1-6). The Holy
Spirit indwells the believer, who is enabled to follow God's
commands; the unbeliever does not have the Spirit and therefore
cannot live righteously (Romans 8:1-17). However, Dbelievers
continue to westle with sin during this lifetine. The Bible
does not say that sin is no |longer the fundanental problemonce a
person has been saved (see Romans 7:14-25, which Smith discusses
but reinterprets according to his own presuppositions).

Defining and Distinguishing Sins and Wounds

In focusing on pain as the fundanental problem Smth makes
a sharp distinction between sins and wounds. He redefines the
redenptive work of Christ in terns of his own definitions, saying
that nost people who cone for counseling "are carrying deep
wounds they neither asked for nor deserved,” although in sone
cases pain is the result of willful sin [218].

Smth defines wound as:

"...any act or word inflicted by others upon the wounded
person, which has been enbedded with a msinterpretation or
lie." [218]

Di stingui shing sin, he says:

"When | use the word sin, | amreferring to any behavior we
engage in as a result of choices we nmake which are | ess than
God's ideal desire for our lives." [218]

Smth goes on to claimthat sin often results from"vain attenpts
to relieve ourselves of our pain" [218]. He cites one of the
Greek words for sin, harmatia, which neans to "m ss the mark."

"When we seek to heal ourselves, we 'mss the mark' and
never know the full restoration God intends for us." [218]

Thus Smith seens to define sin in terns of the relief from
enotional pain that we fail to receive from God, rather than in
terns of failing to live our lives to glorify God (2 Corinthians
5:15). The focus is reversed, and there is nothing in his
definition of sin that acknow edges man's rebellion agai nst God.
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In terns of renedies, Smith differentiates between sin (our
choice) and wounds (inflicted apart from our choice) [221]. He
says that both require divine intervention, but of a different
t ype: the cross for sin, and "the touch of a risen Lord" for
wounds [ 221].

"Whundedness nust be healed by an experiential reality of
the presence of the Lord Jesus in the historical nonent."
[ 221]

"Qur wounds are not dealt with by the death of the Lord but
through the pain He endured, for 'by H's stripes we are
heal ed." The paynment and remission of sin requires His
death while our afflictions and enotional woundedness
require He suffer. He suffered death to free us of our sin
but He suffered pain in order to heal our enotional
woundedness. " [221, enphasis added]

These fine-line distinctions, between sin and wound, then
bet ween suffering death and suffering pain, are not to be found
in Scripture. The Bible does explain that Jesus took on human
flesh and is therefore able to synpathize with our weaknesses
(Hebrews 2:14-15, 3:14-16). However, the overwhel m ng focus of
Scripture is on the sacrifice He nade for our sins. That
sacrifice included physical suffering as He went to the cross,
but the goal was to nake atonenment for sin. Notice how 1 Peter
2:21-25 begins with a statement of Christ's suffering but then
| eads directly to a statenent that He bore our sins on the cross
(2:24) so that we mght die to sin and live to righteousness.
The Scripture from Isaiah 53, cited above, is quoted here in 1
Peter 2:24 so as to unpack the preceding phrase, i.e., our being
"heal ed" by H s wounds neans that Christ has atoned for our sins
and enabled us to live for righteousness. There is no hint in
this text that our wounds require a different sort of renedy.
The whol e passage about Christ's suffering and death presupposes
that sin is the fundanental problem

"Lies" as the Explanation for Sin

Smth traces sin to "faulty thinking" and believes it wll
inevitably resurface if the lie is not identified and renpved
The pattern he suggests is (1) sone tenptation or situation that
triggers an original lie, (2) enmergence of a matching enotion
(3) the eneny provides a "workable solution" for those feelings,
(4) confession and repentance, but with only tenporary success
[219] . He traces his view of sin back to the first man and
wonman:

"In the Garden of Eden, the first wong step the couple nmade

was not the sin but rather listening to the lies of the
serpent." [230]
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Smith fails to see that listening to the serpent, rather to
God, was in itself sin. His solution for sin is to correct the
si nner' s thinking:

"People's hurtful behavior is rooted in lies they believe to
be true. If the lies are renoved and replaced with truth,
it wll make no sense to continue such behavior." [346]

Certainly, it is inmportant for every believer to spend tine
learning God's truth, as revealed in H's Wrd. However, this
rather sinplistic explanation/solution, where sin is attributed
al nost solely to thoughts, does not do justice to all that
Scripture reveals about the notives of the heart. |In the Garden,
it is true that Eve believed the serpent's lie, and that Adam
foll owed after her. However, Genesis 3 also shows us how Eve saw
that the fruit was good for food, delightful to the eyes, and
desirable for w sdom (3:6). In the New Testanent, the |ove of
the world is simlar described, in terns of the lust of the
flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life (1 John 2:16).
Passages such as Romans 1:18-32 teach us about sin as the worship
of the creation in place of the Creator. Sin is not reduced to
nmerely the believing of alie. The serpent's lie is one critical
factor in the fall of mankind, but it is not the whole picture.

Smith differentiates between the guilt that results fromsin
and the "fal se shane and guilt" that results frombelieving alie
[222]. He defines the basic problem not in ternms of the actua
event (such as sexual abuse) but inits interpretation:

"The child will self-destruct by repeating the Iie over and
over to hinself throughout his entire life." [33]

"The controlling factor which hinders our lives is not in
the nenory itself, but the lie (false interpretation given
about the event) enbedded in the wound." [59]

Smth msses the point nmade in Romans 1, that sinful man has
exchanged God's truth for a lie. There is an elenent of
sinfulness in "believing the lie" that is conpletely absent from
t he t heophosti c approach.

Smth makes a significant distinction between sin conmtted

prior to salvation, and sin thereafter. The former, he says
occurs because we are sinful, but the latter because the mnd is
deceived by lies [4]. Smth attributes incredible power to such

"lies," offering sonmething of a blanket explanation for all of
our sins:

"The lies enbedded in our nenories are powerful forces which

i npact everything we do. It is nearly inpossible to act
outside of the lie's persistent controlling restraint." [58]
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"As long as the lie remains, we are destined to sin or at
least live a crippled life of self-effort, controlled
behavi or, enotional burn-out, and defeat." [117]

"Whenever a lie is put in place through a life event, this
lie becones the grid from which the brain nmakes its future
choices." [61-62]

Here are the ways in which Smith clains a "lie" can affect us in
the present:
1. Interpretation of |ife around us [59].
2. Choosing relationships [60].
3. Creating perpetual life thenmes that replay [61].
4. Transferring pain, shanme, guilt, and fear into
presenting relationships, hindering intimcy [62].
5. Creating an "insatiable void" which the person tries to
fill with sex, noney, food, people, career, drugs [63].

As we consider a couple of these alleged consequences in nore
detail, we see how Smith explains all sorts of sin in terms of
"lies" traceable to early life experiences.

For exanple, here is how Smth explains problens relating to
ot her peopl e:

"If we remain in a relationship |ong enough, the people with

whom we relate wll eventually do sonething that wll
trigger and access an original wound. This trigger does not
have to be very closely related to the original. Once the

menory is accessed, out will cone the lie, gushing forth its
ugly enotions." [62]

"I have discovered narital conflict has little to do with

the marriage. Marital conflict has to do with individua
woundedness which is being stirred up by another's actions."
[62]

Based on this mndset, Smth tries to lead people to their
"original woundedness" [62] rather than |ooking at rel ationships
in terms of what is happening in the present. For exanple, here
is how he advises married couples:

"First, | would help them refrane their conflicts by
refusing to view their partner as the source of their pain
but rather as the trigger that connects themwth their own
suppressed woundedness.... Second...they will need to view
their partner's hurtful behavior as synptomatic of his or
her own woundedness." [361]

Sm th expl ains excessive behaviors in a simlar manner:
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"Addi ctions, obsessions, and conpul sions are usually rooted
inlies." [63]

To his credit, Smth says that he does not subscribe to the
"medical or disease nodel" for alcoholism [65]. However, he
clainms that such behaviors "are a vain attenpt at healing a wound
apart from God's grace by masking the pain" [190]. He reads his
| i e-based theory onto this type of sinful behavior:

"I believe if you are able to access the nenory which

contains the lie and expel it wth truth, all you wll have
left is the physical addiction. | believe physica
addiction is tenporary and will dimnish wth an extended

passing of time." [65]

"The reason people are 'always' alcoholics, drug addicts, or
foodaholics is because the l|lie remains enbedded in the
menory." [ 65]

Theophostic mnistry presupposes that sin is caused by lies that
people believe as the result of interpreting early Ilife
experi ences. Al t hough children may indeed msinterpret |life,
there is nuch nore to sin than what people think and believe.
James 1:13-16, for exanple, explains the progression from |lust,
to sin, and finally to death. Smth nentions this very text and
t he chronol ogy presented, but here is how he describes the first
step on the path to actual sin: The initial desire is rooted in
what the person falsely believes to be true. This deception, in

turn, is rooted in "experiential know edge" [230]. Smth notes
the G eek word for "being drawn aside" in James 1, conparing the
progression of sin with fish bait [230]. VWile this is an

accurate observation about the Geek word in James 1:14, where
the sinner is carried away by his own lust, the text does not
trace the lust itself to faulty thinking or to the sins of other
people in the sinner's chil dhood.

Truth: Logical or Experiential?

In moving from the "lies" that allegedly underlie sin to
"truth,” we see again how Smth defines truth in terns of
i ndi vi dual experience rather than God's revel ati on:

"The probl ens people bring with theminto counseling are not
the result of their having a lack of truth. Most peopl e
possess nore truth in their logical mnds than they wll
ever practically apply. The problem is not their |ack of
truth which keeps themin bondage but rather their inability
to enbrace the truth they already logically know " [ 34]

Smth explains sinful choices in ternms of choosing to adhere to
"experiential know edge":
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“I'n the nonent of decision, | dissociate from the |ogica
choice of truth and fixate on the experiential know edge
rooted in fal sehood. This explains why a person would give
up his famly and career for a night wth a prostitute.”
[47]

Does it really explain such serious sin? Agai n, such
"explanations” of sin bypass biblical teachings about the
rebellion and lusts of the heart.

Unconfessed Sin and Receiving Truth

Smth believes that unconfessed sin can be a barrier to
recei ving personalized "truth" during theophostic mnistry:

"God will not speak a freeing truth to one who holds onto
sinful behavior whether it be a conscious act or not." [161]

"Anot her reason people do not receive truth in their
mnistry session may be due to unconfessed sin."” [106]

Smth explains that "Theophostic Mnistry cannot renmove
appropriate shanme and guilt" [161]. Where unconfessed sin bl ocks
the process of receiving truth, Smth has the person confess,
repent, and ask forgiveness [161], and he helps them "to see
their utter hel plessness in ever overcomng it thenselves" [147].
He also tries to lead the counselee "feel" forgiven [161]. In
such circunstances, here are the steps Smth recommends [ 105]:

1. Make sure personis willing to let it go.
2. Ask themtw ce.
3. Lead themthrough the prayer of confession.
4. Return to the nenory.
5. Stir up any residual enotion (shanme, guilt, etc.).
6. Ask the Lord Jesus to reveal His truth.
Wiere is anything like this in Scripture? Smth seenms to

contradict hinself el sewhere when he says:

"The Bible says we are only responsible to 'confess our
sins' in order for God 'to forgive us our sins and cl eanse
us of all wunrighteousness' (1 John 1:9-10)." [147]

The adnonition in this passage says nothi ng about any requirenent
to stir up nenories and enotions, or to receive sone

i ndi vidual i zed revel ation. Believers are instructed to confess
their sins, knowng He is faithful to forgive and cleanse --
peri od. Smith can cite no Scripture instructing Christians to

take an extended journey into the past to uncover the sins of
ot hers.

In addition to his comments about true unconfessed sin,
Smth discusses the "false guilt and shane" of people who have
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done nothing wong, saying that "logic and reason” cannot talk
them out of it [238]. Sonetinmes, according to Smth, guilt or
shame is not genuine but cones from "lies enbedded in chil dhood
menories" [161].

"The shane and guilt froma lie are so believable that the
power of the lie keeps the person fromhearing God." [161]

"If we choose to act out differently from the perceived

truth in our conscience, we will suffer the consequences of
guilt, condemation, and scolding from our conscience."
[ 214- 215]

Smth asks the person to pray a prayer confessing such perceived
"sin." [161] Neverthel ess:

"Fal se guilt cannot be renoved with confession of sins one
did not coomit. False guilt is renoved by hearing the truth
of one's innocence froma holy and righteous Cod."

[ 161-162]

Frankly, Smith's discussion about sin |eads inescapably to
t he conclusion that theophostic mnistry is not even intended to
address this fundanental problem of mankind. Instead, Smth's
approach centers alnost exclusively on the so-called "false"
guilt and shane allegedly arising fromthe sins of others.

Trichotomy and Sin

Smth's radical three-part view of human beings has
significant inpact on his view of sin. He says that sin
"separates our spirit from God" and "is nmade powerful by the lies
whi ch are stored in our mnds making it a struggle and to do what
our righteousness in spirit desires" [47, enphasis added]. In
| ooki ng at Romans 7:15, he says:

"1. Qur righteous spirit desires to act righteously but is
limted to the information of +the soul's experiential
know edge.

2. Wen our spirit chooses to act, its options are limted
to the soul/mnd nenory information.

3. The result: our behavior is less than righteous."
[ 205, enphasi s added]

Again, this theory essentially holds that a Christian is unable

tolive a godly life unless he undergoes Theophostic Mnistry and

identifies the "lies" and "wounds" in his past that allegedly

hold himcaptive in the present. Smth's radical division of the

inner man facilitates a viewpoint that allows a believer to be

separated from God, and yet saved, at the sane tine. The spirit
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is righteous but supposedly in bondage to the soul, bound to the
lies of the past.

The Role of Emotions

Li ke many approaches grounded in nodern psychol ogy,

t heophostic mnistry places undue enphasis on enotion. Rel i ef
fromenotional pain is a goal held far higher than overcom ng sin
and living a godly life. Smth traces lack of joy to two
sources, both of which concern the person's relationship to God.
First is unconfessed sin, and second is "the lies which we
enbrace as truth" [361]. The latter is the overwhel m ng focus of
t heophostic mnistry. 1In a nutshell, Smth focuses on the relief

of enotional pain resulting fromflawed thinking.

To his credit, Smth recognizes the sinfulness of many
enotional responses, but unfortunately, he attributes them
entirely to flawed thinking:

"According to the Scriptures, negative enotions such as
fear, depression, abandonment, hopel essness, worry, anxiety,
and power| essness are all the result of faulty thinking and
m sbelief." [45]

"According to the Scriptures, there is no instance in life
where these negative enotions are righteously appropriate.
For exanple, the enmptions of worry and anxiety are never
biblically acceptable in the life of the believer." [45
citing Philippians 4:6]

There is some truth in the second quotation, as we see by reading
Phi | i ppi ans 4, but the Bible does not support the thesis that al
such enotions are caused by "faulty thinking” rather than other
factors, such as, e.g., sinful desires of the heart or idolatry.

Smth acknow edges that sonetinmes negative enotions may be
appropriate, for exanple, anger at injustice or guilt over rea
sin [47]. However, he attributes nost of these enptions to false
guilt and shanme acquired in chil dhood [47].

Forgi veness. Smith notes that people may still "feel” quilt
and shane even after confessing sin and receiving forgiveness.
He has them "stir up" their nmenory of the sin and focus on the
shame and guilt, then "listen" for Jesus to speak [237]. Thus,
where there is guilt produced by real sin, Smth credits
t heophostic mnistry for enabling the person to feel forgiven, as
if God's forgiveness hinged on enotion:

"Theophostic Mnistry can nmake it possible for a person to

be relieved totally fromhis shame and guilt. | often hear
people say, 'I have always believed God forgives ne of ny
sin. But now, | not only knowit, | feel it deeply."'" [47]
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Nowhere does Scripture state the necessity for "feeling"
forgiven.

"Def ense Mechanisnms”". Smith borrows from secul ar psychol ogy
when he encourages counselors to becone acquainted with "defense
mechani snms, " whi ch he describes as chil dhood net hods of enoti onal
survival"™ [103]. He lists projection, rationalization, reaction
formati on, and di spl acenent [103-104]. Smth urges counselors to
beconme equi pped with information, noting that "this topic will be
di scussed in nost general psychol ogy books"™ [146]. He is correct
about coverage of the topic, because these alleged processes
arise from the theories of Signund Freud, one of the nost
out spoken atheists of the twentieth century who did not hesitate
to voice his hatred of GCod. However, note that he does not
direct counselors to the Scripture to |learn about these alleged
"def ense mechani sns. "

Fear of the pain in the nenory: According to Smth, sone
people refuse to go through the process of |ooking at their
menori es because "they are too frightened, shanmed, or dissociated
to get in touch with the original pain" [104]. But where does
God ever say that it is necessary to "get in touch” with such
pai n?

Anger and revenge: Smth says that both sin and lies
produce negative enotions. Were sin is involved, Smth proceeds
in much the same way that he does with "innocent woundedness,"”
| ooki ng for enotions connected with the sin to surface. The only
difference, he say, is in the "quality" of the enotion (guilt or
revenge). He clains that people often believe the lie that they
have control and security as long as they hold onto their anger

[ 236] . He explains that "a person's sin will produce negative
enotions in the same manner as a lie but of a different type"
[222] . More specifically, Smth says that enotions of quilt
(Adam and Eve) or revenge will energe [222]. He cites Ephesians

4:26 and 4:31, saying that anger is righteous at the tinme of the
original event (wound) but later it becones destructive [218].
Smth says that revenge, simlarly, has "righteous beginnings"
but over a period of tinme becones infested with bitterness,
wrat h, resentnment, and anger [223].

Post-Theophostic Sin

In spite of the conplete, permanent, quickly-achieved
freedom of fered by theophostic mnistry, sin continues to be a
real possibility:

"It is possible for us to be set free of the lies of our
hi story and be deceived again in other ways resulting in
further pain." [117]

Again, Smth attributes sin to flawed thinking, bypassing
bi bl i cal teachings about the heart. Sin certainly affects the
51



mnd, but it is inmportant to see that it inpacts the entire inner
man. In fact, the effects of sin are pervasive -- the outer nman
(the body, which decays and dies), the inner man, and the entire
creation (Cenesis 3:14-19, Romans 8:18-25).

Theophostic Ministry and Unbelievers

In one of his chapters, Snmith cautions that unconfessed sin
may be a hindrance to the healing process, but he insists that it

only inpedes the healing of Christians: "God does not seem to
requi re confession of sin froma nonbeliever" [147]. Smth urges
that healing requires dealing with sinful reactions unless the
person is an unbeliever. The unbeliever, he clains, can "hear
God" and receive healing of his nmenories wthout any confession
of sin [223-223]. Smith explains that the wunbeliever is
conpl etely separated from God, and therefore the confession of a
single sin will have no effect on his fellowship with God,
because he is not in fellowship with God [223]. God sinply

"heal s" the nmenories out of conpassion and nercy [223].
Bel i evers, however, need to confess their sinful responses in
order to maintain their fellowship with God [223]. To support
this position, Smth cites biblical accounts of Jesus healing
people without requiring a faith commtnment; their faith often
foll owed the healing. He notes that Jesus often conversed with
and mnistered to unbelievers [223]. Smth draws an anal ogy
bet ween physical healing and "healing" that concerns enotions and
behavi or:

"He [God] does not require a person to be a believer in
Christ to receive His healing." [117]

"When we are dealing with nonbelievers, God does not require
themto confess their sins before he heals them They fall
into the sane category as the blind man Jesus heal ed who did
not know Christ before he was heal ed. " [ 349]

Smith accommobdates his counsel to unbelievers to avoid offending
t hem

"I have had to change ny wording and terns to better

comuni cate and not scare them [nonbelievers] off.... | ask
them to be aware of a truth that wll cone to their
m nds. ... God speaks to them just as He does H's own."
[ 349]

Smth also defers evangelism until after the healing

process, saying that where unbelievers come to him

"I do not try to lead them to accept H m until after they
experience sone |evel of healing. It is easy to introduce

peopl e to Jesus when they have been set free by H s healing
touch. " [284]
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Again, Smth conpares the enotional healing of unbelievers to the
blind man Jesus heal ed: "Jesus' healing has no strings attached"
[ 284] . He goes so far as to advocate theophostic mnistry as a
nodel for evangelistic outreach

"I believe that this may be a Biblical nodel for highly
effective evangelism ... Wen the Church can offer the | ost
worl d tangi bl e evidence and not just verbal prom ses, they
will conme in droves for redenption.” [284]

Wil e we can appreciate Smth's conpassion for the |ost, and
his desire that they experience changes in their lives, there are
huge problens with this approach.

First, Smth's conclusions rest on the assunption of a
"medi cal nodel” for healing enotional wounds. Jesus did grant
physical healing to many, and faith in H m often followed such
healing. H's mraculous healings were intended for a particular
time and purpose. During Hys time on earth, our Lord
denonstrated that He was truly God in the flesh, cone down from
heaven to make atonenment for sin. Al though God's Spirit works
powerfully in our hearts to effect our sanctification, Jesus'
physi cal healings of physical illnesses are not anal ogous to that
process of grow ng in godliness.

Second, Jesus expressly stated that Hi s sheep hear Hi s voice

(John 10:27). There is absolutely no scriptural warrant for
claimng that unredeened people are able to hear God accurately.
In fact, Scripture says exactly the opposite. The gospel is

"foolishness" to those who are perishing, and they cannot
understand God's truth (1 Corinthians 1:18, 2:14).

Finally, consider what the Bible says about the spiritua
condition of the unbeliever. He is dead in sins and trespasses
(Ephesians 2:1), separated from God (lsaiah 59:2), darkened in
hi s understanding and the futility of his thinking (Romans 1:21).
These are just a tiny sanple of verses describing the perilous
and desperate condition of the unbeliever.

It is actually a huge disservice to unbelievers to suggest
that they can be relieved of the effects of sin ("healed")
wi thout trusting in Christ. Such a view places sanctification
(growing in holiness) prior to justification (being declared
right wwth God, through faith in Christ). The nobst urgent need
of the unbeliever is salvation. He does not have the Spirit of
Christ, an absolute necessity if sanctification is to even begin,

much | ess progress. It is folly to claimthat problens of |iving
can be resolved apart from Christ. There are many ways we can
i nteract with unbelievers and offer practi cal mnistry
(friendship, f ood, shel ter, etc.) t hat may facilitate

opportunities for evangelism but we dare not suggest that life
apart fromChrist is anything but a rocky road.
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Theophostic Theology: Salvation and Justification

"Sal vation" is a broad theological termused to describe the
entire process by which a believer is saved fromboth the penalty
and power of sin because of the work of Jesus Christ: His life,
death, and resurrection. Salvation is a gracious free gift from
CGod. Even faith, the instrunent by which the believer receives
salvation, is described as a gift of God (Ephesians 2:8-9).

It is vitally inportant, however, to distinguish the various
aspects of our salvation. The application of Christ's redenptive
work can be viewed as a "golden chain" that includes our

ef f ect ual cal ling, regenerati on, faith, repent ance,
justification, adopti on, sanctification, per sever ance, and
glorification. Justification is a one-time "not qguilty”

decl aration by God, based wholly on the inputed righteousness of
Christ (Romans 3:23-24, 5:18), who has fully earned our sal vation
through His righteous life, and Hi s death on the cross paying the
penalty for our sins. There is nothing the sinner can possibly
do to nerit justification (Romans 3:20; Philippians 3:9; |saiah
64:6) . The believer, justified by God's grace alone, through
faith alone, in Christ alone, is saved fromthe eternal penalty
of sin (Romans 5:1, 8:1). Sanctification is an entirely separate
process that naturally follows. There is a definitive aspect to
it when the believer is initially saved, in that he is set apart
to belong to God and pursue holiness (1 Corinthians 6:11).
However, it is primarily a life-long process wherein the
Christian grows in godliness (2 Peter 1:3-11). That process,
while certainly enpowered by the Holy Spirit (Romans 8:5-11),
i nvol ves the conscious, active participation of the believer.

Smth's manual reveals a great deal of confusion regarding
the distinction between these two key conponents of our

redenpti on. Again, it is true that justification is based
entirely on the righteousness of Christ alone, and not in any way
on our human works, efforts, or nerits. It is also true that

sanctification is a gracious work of the Holy Spirit, but unlike
justification, sanctification does involve the believer's active
partici pation. Such efforts do not earn eternal salvation, but
are nonetheless a part of the Christian life.

One area of confusion concerns giving counsel to other

bel i evers. Smth clains that actually giving counsel, even if
biblically based, is a "works" salvation. He believes the
counselee will inevitably enter a cycle of defeat, return for
nore counseling, and ultimately fail [18]. |If works are done for
the purpose of trying to earn justification, it is true that the
person will fail. However, God has prepared good works for
believers to do (Ephesians 2:10). Such works are evidence of
saving faith (James 2:14-26) and are certainly an integral aspect
of sanctification. Counsel from Cod's Wrd can help the
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struggling believer progress in sanctification. To call such
counsel a "works sal vati on" IS to seriously conf use
sanctification with justification.

In addition, Smth confuses matters even nore by view ng the
whol e process of sanctification in passive terns:

"Success was never intended to be achieved with a 'ne and
you God' approach. Theophostic Mnistry is God doing it al

and us receiving it all." [19]
Again, justification is definitely "God doing it all" and
"us receiving it all,” but sanctification, while definitely a

gracious work of God's Spirit, involves us working because it is
God who works within us (Philippians 2:12-13; Ephesians 3:20).

Smith draws a sharp line between sin and being wounded by
ot hers:

“I'f sinis not ny fault, the cross was in vain. (I did not
just say the abuse | endured was ny fault as a victim I
said the reason | remain a victimis in where | |ook for
healing.)" [23]

To his credit, Smth does acknow edge the reality of sin and the
need for redenption. Wat he seens to mss is the fact that
peopl e who have been abused as children are thenselves sinners
who respond to such abuse, either sinfully or righteously. It is
important to be gentle and conpassionate in mnistering to others
who have been deeply hurt. However, it is equally inportant to
hel p such people respond in a manner that glorifies God. Smth's
overwhel m ng enphasis is on being healed fromthe effects of the
sins of others, rather than | ooking biblically and responsibly at
how t he person has responded.

Sin is the root issue in any case, whether we are dealing
wWith responses to the sins of others, or our own sin. Smth,
however, says the cross was sufficient for "all our sins and
wounds" but that they nust be handled differently:

"God has indeed redeened us from our sin, but everyday we
are in the process of healing from the deep wounds we
carry." [58]

"A wound is ‘'others-inflicted while sin is 'self-
inflicted.' A wound has at its root a |lie which condemms
us, shanes us, and taunts us." [58]

"A wound requires a touch from a resurrected living Lord

while sin requires the blood from a crucified and dead
sacrificial lanmb." [59]

55



This sort of distinction between "wound" and "sin" is not
bi bli cal . A "wound" is the sin of another person. The person
sinned against is responsible to respond righteously to that sin.
Smth focuses alnost exclusively on being healed from the
enotional pain of being sinned against, with little regard for
t he sinned-against person's responsibility before God, or the
bi blical principles that govern our responses to the sins of
ot hers.

Theophostic Theology: Sanctification

Smith attenpts to distinguish between theophostic mnistry
and sanctification when he insists that the theophostic approach
is not a replacenent for "Christian growth and discipleship”
[171, 175]. However, Smith holds up his type of mnistry as
necessary to such grow h:

“If | believe at the experiential |evel that I am worthl ess
and no good, the logical truth that I am the righteousness
of God will have little effect.” [175]

"Theophostic Mnistry is not about growing in know edge but
rather receiving a specific truth for the displacenent of a

specific lie. Theophostic healing releases us so that we
m ght be able to appropriate the know edge of the Lord."
[171]

Usi ng a conputer anal ogy, Smth explains that:

"Theophostic Mnistry formats the hard drive where the old
program resides and reboots the system before the new is
| oaded. The ol d program cannot be accessed; therefore, it
presents no problem™ [175]

Al though Smith clains that theophostic mnistry is nerely a
prelimnary step prior to "Christian growh and di scipleship,” he
also clains that people need very little additional mnistry as
to their current attitudes and behavi ors, because "when they are
freed from the primary sources of their pain...when the lie is
removed, the truth received clears up mny of the current
dysfunctions as well" [175]. Theophostic mnistry thus seenms to
precede and essentially replace sanctification in the Christian
life.

As we saw in the section on revelation, Smth downplays
God's witten revelation (Scripture) and enphasizes an
i ndi vi dual i zed, non-|ogical approach to know edge, both in terms
of what is already known by the counselee and what he needs to
learn in order to progress:
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"Logical truth will not override the power of experiential
knowl edge in our nenory. We need experiential truth from
the living Lord Jesus." [172]

"If nmy childhood experiences have taught me that | am
wort hl ess and no good, cognitively teaching ne otherw se as
an adult will have little inpact. You can have nme nenorize
all the verses that declare that | am the righteousness of

God, fully acceptable through Christ, holy and perfected in
Hm and I will still walk in defeat until ny experiential

lies are displaced wth experiential divinely-provided
truth." [172]

Fortunately, Smth admts that sanctification can and does
occur in believers who have never applied or even heard about the
t heophosti c approach:

"The truth is that Christian growh and maturity occurs in
the life of the Christian who is faithful and seeks the face
of CGod whether he ever learns of Theophostic Mnistry."
[171]

Instant Sanctification

Smth says he was originally unconfortable with such "rapid

healing"” [173]: "I believed enotional healing and recovery was a
process" [174]. Now he nmakes astounding clains to offer
permanent, instantaneous transformation of |lives through the
nmet hods of theophostic mnistry. He clainms that "instant rel ease
of pain" wll occur in a person's "traumatic nenory," i.e.,
"conplete healing and recovery" [6]. At the sane time, Smth

di stingui shes the "healing of nenories" approach from theophostic
mnistry, which allegedly offers instant and conplete release
from all of the enotional turnoil associated with a particular
menory, but not all of the "woundedness"” in a person's life.
Smth denies that theophostic mnistry wll "heal nenories,"”
because the nenories thenselves do not require healing [7].
Nevert hel ess, theophostic mnistry requires an excursion into the
person's past menories:

"...we will see instantaneous recovery menory by menory in
each session. The process only takes as long as there are
lie-laden nmenories to be resolved." [12]

Note, however, that if there are many painful nenories, this
could take a long, long tine.

Citing Ephesians 4:23-24, Smith says there are "two separate
renewi ng events" that are to occur, a renewal of the mnd and a
renewal of the spirit: "be renewed in the spirit of your mnd
(process); and put ye on the new man (spirit), which after God is
created (conpleted work) in righteousness and true holiness"
[204, Smith's augnented translation]. Thi s passage does say to
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be spiritually renewed/transforned in your m nd. However, the
"put on" of verse 24 should be read with the "put off" of verse
22, which Smth doesn't nention. There is a process here wherein
the believer is "putting off" his former manner of conduct and
"putting on" godly behavior [204]. Smth denies the progressive
nature of sanctification when he says that:

"Christian growth and maturity is not a process of becom ng
nore |i ke Jesus because we are already as nuch |ike Jesus as
we will ever be if we are in Christ through rebirth and
grace.... Christian growmh and maturity is not a 'becom ng'
but rather a 'revealing' of what we already possess in
Christ Jesus." [205]

Were Smith parenthetically refers to a "conpleted work," the
reference is to regeneration. That, indeed, is a conpleted work
in the believer, who has been "nade alive together with Christ”
(Ephesi ans 2:5). The Christian is a new creation in Christ (2
Cori nt hians 5:17). However, regeneration is one of the initia

aspects of redenption, occurring prior to faith, justification

adoption, sanctification, glorification. Regeneration is not the
equi val ent of sanctification. Smth does not clearly distinguish
i nportant theol ogical concepts. Hi s theophostic nethod, where
used with a believer, necessarily occurs after regeneration (at
least inthe life of a believer; see comments in previous section
regardi ng unbelievers). Since it involves the Christian's
ongoi ng manner of life, and not the ground for eternal salvation,
it should be viewed as a substitute for biblical sanctification.

El sewhere, Smith conmpares his approach to nerely "tol erable”
recovery, substituting "recovery" for sanctification and (again)
ignoring the progressive nature of Christian grow h:

"Tol erable recovery is linear or progressive while healing
and genui ne recovery is punctilious and present." [23]

Biblically, justification is "punctilious." It is a once-and-
for-all declaration by God that the sinner is "not quilty,"”
because Christ has paid the penalty for sin and His righteous is
imputed to the believer. Sanctification is ordinarily described
in the New Testanment in progressive terns, although it has a
definitive aspect in that the new believer is set apart to bel ong
to Christ (e.g., see Acts 15:9; 1 Corinthians 1:2, 6:11

Ephesi ans 5:25-26; Acts 26:18; Hebrews 10:10). The "healing"
offered by theophostic is basically an alternative to biblica

sanctification, because it involves progress in living rather
than the initial faith in Christ through which eternal salvation
is received. However, the believer nust beware of this

alternative, wth its focus on relief from enotional pain
(healing) rather than real progress in godly living (holiness).
Christians should also be wary of a nethod that pronotes "instant
gratification,” in view of the many scriptural teachings about
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how God tests our faith through suffering and trials (Janes 1:2-4
and 1 Peter 4:12-19, to cite just a couple of texts).

Healing or Holiness?

Here is how Smth describes the progress of his counsel ees
prior to Theophostic Mnistry:

"They would say they were in better shape, their pain was
manageabl e, their nmenories less intrusive, but they would
al so admt residual enotional disconfort." [21]

Notice how Smith's termnology is |laden with nedical ternms such

as "pain" and "enotional disconfort.” Progress in the Christian
life is described in ternms of "healing” and feeling better rather
than "holiness.” This is a fundamental point of departure from

the biblical view of sanctification.
Here is one way that Smth summarizes his approach:

"Theophostic Mnistry is a process of divinely acconplished
mracles because | believe that unless Jesus chooses to act
and heal nothing significant can or wll happen. In its
sinpl est description, it is nerely noving aside and al |l ow ng
the Spirit of Christ to expose darkness with light." [13]

One of Smth's chapters is titled "Turning on the Light." 1In a
nutshell, this involves an excursion into the past (childhood) to
uncover specific "lies" resulting from the wounds inflicted by

others, followed by a personalized revelation of truth directly
from God.

"Turning on the Light." The "light" Smth wants to turn on
is not so sinple as flipping a swtch. Smith lists several
"hindrances to receiving the truth,” including revengefu
enotions, failure to identify the "original lie," logic, denonic
i nterference, "di ssoci ation," "def ense nmechani sns, " fear,
unconfessed sin, need for the counselor's acceptance, and
personal "woundedness" of the counselor [92-93]. (Wth all of

these obstacles to surnount, perhaps the theophostic nmethod is
not really so instantaneous after all.)

Revengeful enotions (such as anger, hate, revenge) are one
of the key hindrances Smth discusses. He says these were
"righteously appropriate when the event occurred"” but if not
handl ed pronptly, then later "they turn inward and eventually
becone bitterness, hate, or wath, which is sin" [93]. According
to Smth, "revengeful enotions are not rooted in the lie but
rather in the truth,"” because the person really was hurt by
anot her person [93]. He insists that such enption wll
ultimately come back to haunt the wounded i ndividual :
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"Anger which is not righteously expressed at the tine of the
event wll perpetually be vented anytinme sonmeone or
sonmet hing rem nds us of the injustice." [94]

Anger may present long-term difficulties and energe nore than
once al ong the theophostic recovery road:

"Anger is not sonething that is renoved all at once with one
gl obal confessi on. Anger tends to be stored in specific
menories as a result of individual incidents.” [80]

Smith's solution involves a journey into the "darkness" to "stir
up" the stored negative enotion:

"Stirring up the anger, hate, and revenge in the nenory and
then allow ng Jesus to reveal words of truth will acconplish
conpl ete rel ease.” [93]

Smth says that although God renoves these revengeful enotions
i medi ately when they are <confessed, the person nmay not
enotional ly experience that release. He clains that a person may
confess sin and be forgiven "yet still feel guilty and not
forgiven" [94]. Thus the process is highly focused on painful
enotions, and Smth is suspicious of nenories that are not
acconpani ed by them

"If a person feels no pain in a nmenory that should have

pain, then sonething is wong.... Wien the pain is not
present, then sone |evel of dissociation or repression is
present and must be renoved.... Nunbness and not hi ngness is

not healing." [110]

Smth's solution requires a continued experience of enotional
pain rooted in the past:

"The first step to take is renenbering and enbracing the

reality of the event and letting go of denial.... Any form
of counseling or mnistry that bypasses the pain is
i ncapabl e of noving a person out of denial." [110]

There is not so nuch as one verse of Scripture that exhorts
believers to "feel their own pain" as a prerequisite to godly
living. Yet enotional pain and past nenories are the foundation
on whi ch theophostic stands (or falls).

"Turning on the light" is better described as "turning on
t he darkness,"” because it is a process centered on uncovering
"lies" the person has accepted as true, lies resulting from
wounds inflicted by other people earlier in life. Smth clains
that "a lie will manifest itself through a person's present
behavi or and attitudes about his current life" [129]. Although
Smth acknow edges that real pain may occur as the result of
current circunstances [159], he warns that "Theophostic Mnistry
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cannot renove the pain in one's present situation w thout first
renoving the original lies" [158]. Not e, once again, the focus
on renoval of "pain" (healing) rather than living for God's glory
(holiness). Sinful behavior in the present is explained away by
t he past sins of others:

"I am convinced nearly all present tense conflict in
marri ages and other relationships has little to do with the
rel ati onship. Alnost always the current conflict is rooted
in historical woundedness." [158]

"In every case where an affair was present in a marriage, |
have discovered people who are wounded with 1ies. The
affairs were nerely an attenpt to relieve thenselves of
their deep hurt." [158-159, enphasis added]

Smth also discusses the "enotional overload" that allegedly
results from a conbination of present pain (such as a spouse's
unfai t hf ul ness) and past chil dhood pain (such as abandonnent):

"Enotional overload occurs when the nmnd accesses forner
pain from earlier nenories and lies into the present
situation, <creating nore enotional distress than the
situation should warrant." [160]

Smith notes that "Theophostic Mnistry cannot heal true

mental illness” [170], apparently considering "true nenta
illness" to be brain danage or sonme other physical problem
resulting in a mental disorder [170]. However, he clains that
"nost people have been labeled with nental illness when in fact
they were suffering fromlies" [171].

"Evi dence  of True Healing." Smth describes the
characteristics of the true "healing" that is expected to result
from Theophostic Mnistry. As we examne them we should

consi der how such evidence conpares with the biblical teachings
about sanctification.

1. True healing is permanent [176-180]. Smth
descri bes a session with a woman he worked with who returned with
frantic feelings of hopel essness. He clains to have discovered

the presence of denpnic powers, and he proceeded to command the
"spirit of hate" (for her rapist) to leave, along with "seven
nore spirits all attached to different sins to which she
confessed and found rel ease" [177-179]. Sm th explains: "They
must have sensed they were very near to being evicted and felt
the only thing left to do was deceive her into killing herself"
[179].

2. True healing results in lifestyle change [180-181].
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"...true healing should not require attention to maintain
it. If it does, it ceases to be divine and is self-effort."
[ 180]

"A person's daily behavior is often changed imediately
after a session using Theophostic Mnistry." [180]

3. True healing provides the power to confront the
nmonsters in our lives [181-183]. This section is about
confrontation of abusers, sonething Smth used to discourage
until the person had gained enough inner strength [181]. He
descri bes counselee who confronted her abusive grandfather
followng only two sessions [182]. Now, he views such

confrontation as optional, to be pursued only at the counselee's
di scretion:

"I am not suggesting that victins even need to confront

t heir abusers. | actually leave this up to the victins."
[ 182]
"They see the abuser from the eyes of Christ. | watch

spont aneous forgiveness occur as they receive the truth of
Jesus in their traumatic nmenory." [183]

4. True healing inpacts one's present relationships
[183-184]. As an exanple, Smith clains that nobst coupl es having
marital troubles are actually in "conflict with their origina

wounder and in bondage to the original lies" [183]. Therefore,
when those "original lies" are handled, present relationships
automatically inprove [183]. Smith says that: "Wen we heal the

past, we redeemthe present” [183].

“If you have to ‘'work at’ having a happy marita
relati onship, your effort is a good indication you have
wounded nenories containing |ies which need to be expelled.”
[ 183]

5. True healing does not require any effort to
maintain. It is maintenance-free [184]. Previously, Smth found
that recovery was slow and gradual, and that people with deep
trauma al ways had sonme "residual pain" even after intensive work
[ 184]. This is what he calls "tolerable recovery,” which
"usual ly requires an ongoing effort to maintain® with the threat
of relapse. "True healing," he clains, occurs without effort to
change, and thus requires no effort to maintain.

The Bible says that believers, having been regenerated by
God's Holy Spirit, are created to be like Christ in true
ri ght eousness and hol i ness (Ephesians 4:22-24). Gal atians 5:22

lists the fruit of the Spirit: | ove, joy, peace, patience,
ki ndness, goodness, fait hful ness, gent | eness, self-control.
These are evidence of the Spirit's gracious work, i.e.
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sanctification. Some of Smth's "evidence of true healing"
faintly echoes biblical truth. Sanctification is permanent, but
the process is not conplete until we enter into glory. There are
lifestyle changes that evidence God's gracious work in our

hearts. Rel ati onships are inpacted, as we learn to love and
forgive one another. However, sanctification is not "maintenance
free." Believers are diligently involved in the process (see 2

Peter 1:5-11). Smth has substituted the "healing" of enotiona
pain for sanctification, which often involves trials and
suffering that God has ordained for H's good purposes (1 Peter
1:6-7, 4:12-19; Janes 1:2-4).

Consequences of Failure to "Heal." Smth clainms there are
"unavoi dabl e consequences” for failing to heal, and that people
often carry deeply buried wounds conpletely unaware of those
"synptomati c consequences” [185]. Thus one of the alleged
consequences is the repression of painful nenories, which
continue to trigger enotions and influence behavi or:

"W can suppress our nenories so deeply that we may not be
able to access them but the lie and its pain can and w ||
access us each time anything renotely simlar to the
original event occurs in our present life." [185]

This "renotely simlar"” occurrence could be nerely a look or a
word [186]. The person suffers but cannot understand why:

"The trouble with repressed nmenory is that people have to
suffer with all the pain yet lack the nenory picture to
understand it." [187]

Anot her consequence Smith cites is that "deep wounds are
often m sdiagnosed and given futile prescriptions and | abels"”

[ 187] . Smith says he is not opposed to the tenporary use of
nmedi cations to relieve painful enotions, but he does not |oo0k
first to chem cal explanations. He assunes, instead, that "lies"
are the source of pain [187]. Labels nerely identify synptons,

not root causes [187].

Note how all of these consequences are defined in terns of
"wounds" and ongoi ng enotional pain. There is nothing here about
serving and glorifying God, being a light in a dark world,
evangelism or other inportant "consequences" of godly Iiving.
In fact, Smith would interpret even positive Christian behavior
in ternms of past trauma, as when he clainms that "churches often
m stake 'spiritual gifts' wth woundedness...for exanple, the
inability to say 'no' in a codependent person is often m staken

for the gift of service" [190]. The notives of the human heart
are conplex, known fully only to God (Jeremah 17:9; Hebrews
4:12). Believers can be easily sidetracked by a nmethod Iike

t heophostic that diverts their attention away from living to
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glorify CGod, coloring every thought and deed wth the alleged
power ful influence of past wounds.

The Theophostic Process v. Biblical Sanctification

Sanctification is a life-long process that includes the
believer's participation, yet it is a gracious work of God's Holy
Spirit. Theophostic mnistry clains to be enpowered by God but
is described primarily in terns of changing the believer's
t hi nking through a process that casts aside |ogic and searches
| ong-1 ost chil dhood nenories of the sins of others. Smth says:
"The '"why' is always rooted in the lie. Renove the lie and you
elimnate the "why'" [15]. The theophostic process begins with
enotional pain, rather than sin, and seeks expl anations based on
t he sins of other people.

As Smith describes the process, he distinguishes it from
vi sual i zati on techni ques gui ded by a human counsel or:

"CQuided imagery is visualization created and guided by the
t her api st. Theophostic Mnistry is not guided inagery but
rather divine intervention in the false interpretations of a
person's mnd." [19]

Further explaining this distinction, Smth says that "Theophostic
Mnistry does not seek to redefine the reality of the event”
[ 20] . What it does is described in terms of "three essential
conmponents" [39-57]. It begins with current enotions (the
"historical enotional echo"), noves backward to the original
menory "pictures" that matches, and then supposedly uncovers the

"enbedded original lie" that drives current behavior. Finally,
after receiving an individual revelation of truth from God, the
once troubled individual is assured that he wll enjoy a

permanent, effortless "recovery."

1. Enotional Echo. Smth presents a picture of the "cycle
of enotional pain" wherein the slightest present conflict is
traced back to sone painful event in the past [40]:

"When present trauma strikes, it will tap into many other
unresol ved areas of nenory which contain pain." [40]

"The simlarity need only be renotely alike for the brain to
pull all the old enptions from the previous event into the
present situation." [40]

Smith says the process is simlar to a person stepping on a
crooked black stick believing it to be a black snake [41], then
reacting accordingly--as if the stick really was a snake.

Smith cautions that people may find it difficult to believe
that their present enotional pain results from sone past event
rat her than what is happening in the present:



"Many people will have a difficult time accepting the fact
the pain they feel is comng froma historical wound and not
from their present relationship or circunstance.... Thei r
present situation is not the source of their pain but rather
the trigger which has opened the w ndow of their forner
wounds. " [41]

Smth apparently sees this as good news that brings freedom

"If it were true that others actually were responsible for
the enotional pain in life, | could never be free to fee
joy or peace until they changed their behavior. | would be
totally enotionally dependent on their behavior and
attitudes." [41]

This is a strange statenent, because Smth does hold ot her people
responsi bl e--not the people involved in a counselee' s current
life, but those who have wounded hi m many years ago. This is not
particularly good news, because it involves a sonewhat "touchy-
feely" journey into the past with few road signs along the way,
casting logic to the wind while hoping to discover the "right"
menory. Qur joy and peace certainly do not depend on other
peopl e changing their behavior -- not because of chil dhood roots,
but rather because of the eternal hope we have in Christ.

2. Menory Picture. This is the "historical nenory picture
whi ch matches the enotional echo,” the "nenory event which feels
t he sane way" [41]:

"These surfacing enotions are nerely 'echoes' of |ong-
suppressed (possibly repressed) nenories." [41]

"When wusing Theophostic Mnistry, we primarily use the

enotional feelings to lead us to the hidden nenory.... The
enotions that the person is feeling are a form of nenory.
This enotional trail will lead back to the event once you
learn how to followit." [42]

"All it takes for one to experience an enotional nenory is
for sonething to happen renotely simlar to the original
event . When this occurs, the encoded enotional pain wll
conme out. Wen the wounded person hears sonmeone say

sonet hing or sonething happens to them which nay be renotely
simlar to the original event, the enotional aspect of the
menory will be triggered." [43]

Smith seens to tie all present enbtions to sone past event:

"I believe every enotion we feel in the present is a
preconceived interpretation, based upon an earlier nenory
event." [44]
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“...when I 'feel' in the present, | am actually renmenbering
the past." [45]

Citing Romans 12:2, Smith clains that: "The mnd places direct
[imts on how we |ive" [48]. Therefore, he says, "I need ny
soul/mnd to be cleansed from the 'lies' in ny nenories" [48].
Rat her than deal biblically with real life situations and people
using God's truth, Smth drags his counselees into the past
seeki ng explanations for current events:

"One of the primary roles | play as a helping facilitator in
this process is to help people let go of the current
difficulty and follow the enotion back to the original
menory picture. Once the strong enption in their present

state is identified, I will invite themto drift back to any
earlier events that mght carry the sane enotional pain."
[50]

Smth defines "secondary nenories" as earlier events in
adult life rather than chil dhood:

"Secondary nenories contain feelings which are common wth
the original nenory and wound. The reason these secondary
menories feel |ike the original wound is due to the
‘cloning’ of the original lie." [50]

Smth focuses only briefly on these "secondary" nenories, using
them exclusively as a stepping stone to drift further back, into
chi | dhood. He asks his counselee to "focus intently upon the
current situation and enotion,” then "disconnect fromthe current
situation but remain focused on the enotion" [51]. He believes
that the "right" nenories will energe in this process:

"Rarely does a nenory surface which has no relevance to the
lie being sought."” [51]

3. The Original Lie. Smth places enornous enphasis on the

power of "lies" that a person believes as the result of the sins
of others:
"The lie is the belief statement which is planted in a
person's mnd during a tinme of trauma." [52]
The "lie" allegedly drives present behavior and does not respond
to reason:
"The present fear is comng froma particular lie...enbedded
in the nenory.... The lie is activated every tine he is
rem nded of the original episode through present situations
which are sonewhat simlar. The lie cannot be dealt wth

logically." [52]
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"Since we are in the process of healing, the lie-rooted
wounds remaining are still active and hinder our wal k." [59]

"Wth Theophostic Mnistry, people are l|led away from
rational, Jlogical thinking into the darkness of their
original menory and taught to enbrace faulty thinking." [66]

Smth explains that the person logically knows that the lie
is false, but he "feels like" it is true:

"A positive indicator of whether you have identified the lie
is in howtrue it feels, not how true it logically may be."
[52]

Smth equates this process of stirring up darkness with "taking
every thought captive" in 2 Corinthians 10:5:

"The act of taking captive the thought wll 'stir up'" the
dar kness, producing an increase in enotional intensity. It
is in this darkness that the Lord of truth enters with the
keys to freedom" [ 66]

The context in 2 Corinthians gives no indication that taking our
t houghts captive in obedience to Christ will "stir up darkness."”
Smth has to presuppose the truth of his theory and read it onto
the text to draw this concl usion.

Using Philippians 1:6, Smth says that:

"Conpl ete healing occurs as the lies, not the nenories, are

removed. There is no need to investigate every nenory a
person has but rather every lie. Every lie will produce its
own enotion. God will be faithful to bring into our |ives

outside stinmuli to stir it up so we can find it." [78]
Smth goes into elaborate detail about several types of lies, in
addition to the "original": metanorphic, cluster, clone, nenory-
I i nked, guardian, splinter, osnotic, thematic [72-85].

Smth's sweeping clains regarding the uncovering of the

"original lie" are nowhere nore apparent than in his application
of the theophostic approach to marital conflicts. Rat her than
address real life issues, he clains that:

"If you renove the lies, you renove the "triggers' which are
setting off their conflict. Marriages tend to take care of
t hensel ves once you pull out the pain caused by the wounds
and lies." [125]

Smth explains what he believes happens to a wife whose husband

has conmtted adultery: "...the brain goes back into the nmenory

dat abase | ooking for simlar situations and brings out pain from
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a congloneration of events" [127]. This is an wunfortunate
expl anation of the effects of real sin commtted in the present,

and a good illustration of the fallacies inherent in the
t heophosti c approach. One's own sin, and reaction to the present
sins of others, are all traced back to the past. Certainly

peopl e form habits and draw on past experience. However, Smith's
al | -enconpassi ng explanations fail to take account of the heart,
and man's rebellion against GCod. What results is a nmassive
bl ame-shifting scheme that mnimzes the gravity of one's own sin
and maxi m zes the sins of others. There is little here about the
believer's radical reorientation, to live for God and H s ki ngdom
rather than nerely to please self. Theophostic Mnistry pronotes
an unbiblical focus on self and painful enotions that is not
supported by Scripture.

Smth describes a pastor who cited Philippians 3:13 as a
chal l enge to Theophostic Mnistry, saying that the past should no
| onger have power in a believer's life. Smth insists that "the
Apostle Paul is not referring to his wounded past but rather to
t he acconplishnments of his past,” i.e., "Paul was saying that al
hi s gr eat acconpl i shnent s are wor t hl ess in achi evi ng
ri ghteousness" [82]. Then Smith says "we |ater discovered...this
pastor had a difficult chil dhood which was causing himtrouble in
his famly and present mnistry. The lie, 'My past is behind
me,' was keeping him from accessing his suppressed nenories and
pai n" [82]. Paul did acknowl edge in this passage that his past
acconplishnents were to be regarded as nothing in terns of true
ri ght eousness. However, Philippians 3:12-4:1 is a passage that
calls believers to look forward with a heavenly perspective.
These verses enphasi ze our heavenly citizenship (see 3:20). Even

if this particular text were not a reference to "past pain," it
falls far short of offering positive support for Smth's
appr oach. O her relevant texts should be considered. For

exanple, Hebrews 12:1 exhorts believers to lay aside every
encunbrance, and the sin which so easily entangles us, in order
to run the race that God has set before us. Focus on self, pain,
and the past is an encunbrance. Furthernore, there sinply are no
Scriptures conmanding believers to journey into their past and
dwel |l on the pain others have caused them Theophostic Mnistry,
and other simlar psychol ogi cal approaches, nust tw st Scripture
in order to defend such a distorted view of sanctification

The Role of Human Effort

Smith criticizes a particular "theology" of "a God who hel ps
us." He says that he wants people to see they need nore than
hel p:

"They are totally hel pless apart from God doing it all. God

does not help us overcone. He has already overcone and we
must receive it." [162-163]
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Jesus Christ has truly overcone (John 16:33), and believers
in H malso overcone the world (1 John 5:5). Salvation is wholly
the work of God (Ephesians 2:8-9), and sanctification is a
gracious work of the God's Spirit (John 15:5, Romans 8:5-11).
However, Smith advocates a l|evel of passivity that is not
justified by Scripture. He denies the rightful role of human
activity in sanctification, as evidenced by an abundance of New
Testament exhortations (e.g., Ephesians 4:1, 4:17-24; 1 Peter
1: 13- 16).

Smth distances his approach from nethods |ike the 12-step
prograns which equate "abstinence" from sonme behavior wth
victorious living:

"Many people confuse the state of being in abstinence wth
victory. This is not victory. Victory is when the battle
is over and the struggle is no |onger present." [16]

"When one's victory is dependent on the ability to maintain
abstinence, it is just a matter of tinme before self-effort
wi |l be inadequate." [17]

"W have mstaken victory and freedom w th abstinence.
Abstinence is rooted in self-control and self-effort.
Healing is an act of GCod.... Abstinence is not victory.
Abstinence is a constant battle." [184]

Smith rejects the 12-step view that a person renmains an

"al coholic" (or compulsive whatever) his entire life [22]. We
can agree that a radical change occurs in the believer (1
Corinthians 6:9-11). However, Smith omts human effort

altogether fromthe "recovery" he pronotes:

"You can be free and recovered. No effort is necessary for
you to attain it. No effort is required of you to maintain
it." [24]

Effort appears to have no role whatsoever in godly Iliving,
according to Smth:

"Much of what we Christians do that we call victorious
living and spiritual maturity is sinply human effort and
nothing nore than what any non-believer could do with a
little personal discipline and self effort.” [157; nearly
i dentical statenment on 226]

Apparently, the only "effort” required is to resurrect nenories
of past pain. Here is how Smth woul d advi se a person during one
of his sessions:

"Your main responsibility is to stir up the pain and terror
of the menory and focus on it." [28]
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There is a grain of truth present, in that sanctification is
a gracious work of God's Spirit in the believer. Self-control is
one aspect of the fruit of the Spirit (Galatians 5:22-23). The
imagery of fruit describes natural growh rather than a |abor-

i ntensive manufacturing process. Christian sanctification is
certainly not equivalent to the works-righteousness "abstinence"
approach of 12-step phil osophy. However, our battle with sin
will not be conpletely "over” until we enter eternity (Ephesians

6: 10- 20; Romans 7:14-25). Meanwhi |l e, we have been transferred
out of the kingdom of darkness into God' s kingdom of |ight
(Colossians 1:13; 1 Peter 2:9), and our citizenship is in heaven
(Philippians 3:20). Qur fundanmental allegiance has been
reversed. Christ has broken the power of sin, in addition to
paying the penalty (Romans 6:1-14). We have been spiritually
resurrected, having been nade "alive together wth Christ”
(Ephesians 2:4-6). W "work out our own salvation" because God
is powerfully at work within us to acconplish H's good purposes
(Philippians 2:12-13). Theophostic Mnistry fails to account for
the legitimate role of human effort in the process of
sanctification, taking passivity to an unbiblical extrene.

Smth's deviation from the Bible is perhaps best explained
by his substitution of healing for holiness. For example, he
says that "...the act of suppression and repression is burying
our wounds rather than looking to the stripes of Jesus for
heal i ng" [163]. Smth also says that it is a sin to keep in
pl ace "defense nechani sns" established as a child as a neans of
survival [163]. The entire theophostic systemis built on the
assunption that people are "wounded® and in need of "healing,"
rather than sinners in need of salvation. This digression from
biblical truth leads to a nultitude of errors, including an
unscriptural view of human activity in sanctification.

The Role of Truth

God has given us H's Wrd--Hs truth--so that we, as
believers, mght live godly lives, equipped for every good work
(2 Tinothy 3:16). Yet Smth downplays the role of such truth:

"The probl ens people bring with theminto counseling are not
the result of their having a lack of truth. Most peopl e
possess nore truth in their logical mnds than they wll
ever practically apply. The problem is not their |ack of
truth which keeps themin bondage but rather their inability
to enbrace the truth they already logically know " [ 34]

Smth | eaves room for some sort of truth, but rather than going
to Scripture and helping people apply it, he identifies
individual "lies" from the past that need to be replaced wth
sonme particular, newly revealed "truth":

"When you heal the past, you redeem the present. If you
seek to change the present and do not change the original
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lie, you have only developed a stopgap in the person's
behavi or." [ 34]

"Genuine recovery is divine and relapse is not possible
unl ess the person deliberately goes against the inplanted
truth in their souls, which is unlikely. Before their
heal i ng, destructive behavior was natural due to the lies
inplanted in their mnds. Wth the lies renoved, relapse
makes no |ogical sense.” [22, citing Romans 6:1-2 and
Romans 12: 2]

It appears that there is--and yet there isn't--a role for truth
in the "recovery" process. As we observed earlier in considering
revel ati on, Smth pushes Scripture aside in favor of
i ndividualized truth received directly from God upon accessing
the "right" nenories and identifying the "right" lies.
Throughout the process, Smth seens to conpletely ignore the
present, as if current problens will evaporate automatically once
the past issues are resolved through his nethods.

Theophostic Ministry On Your Own

Smth includes a chapter about using theophostic privately,
wi t hout another person's involvenent. He says that to do this
mnistry on your own, you must first [270]:

1. Read his book and attend the basic sem nar;

2. Use the mnistry with others; and

3. Receive personal mnistry fromothers for your "primary
woundedness. "

Smth warns strongly against ever dealing with "deeply traumatic
menori es” on your own, explaining that:

"When the pain is great, the mnd wll not cooperate by
going to these nenories. The mnd is designed to avoid pain
and will resist such efforts without the help of an outside

person." [270]

The chapter on this topic is about dealing with "splinters”
(smaller lies) after the "primary trauma nenories" have already
been handl ed [270]. The suggested steps are essentially the sane
process as that outlined earlier in the book [273-274]. Smth
woul d continue to trace all present enbtions to the past:

"I believe that every enotion we feel in the present is a
preconceived interpretation based upon an earlier nmenory
event." [271]

This chapter also includes sonme "special instructions" for
coupl es who want to use Theophostic Mnistry on their owm. These
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words of advice are primarily concerned with seeing narital
conflicts in ternms of past woundedness rather than the present
situation [278-280]. Smith interprets every sort of human
conflict or other personal problemin terns of the past sins of
ot her peopl e.

Theophostic Theology: The Role of Demons

This area of theology is one that Smth repeatedly
enphasizes in his manual. Sone of his points are biblical, and
certainly any reader of Scripture would concede the reality of
evil spiritual forces. However, there are disturbing aspects to
Smth's theol ogy, which is shaped by his experiences rather than
Scripture.

Smth clains to encounter denonic interference about 40
percent of the time in his mnistry [148]. He says that he has
never been so aware of, or harassed by, evil as he has since
using this counseling nethod:

"I am constantly being bonbarded with thoughts |I do not w sh
to think, with pains |I did not have before, w th oppressions
| have to pray away." [199]

On the basis of experience, Smith has altered his theol ogy
as to the manner in which denons can be involved in the life of a
true believer:

"I used to believe a denon could not dwell in a person who
possessed the Holy Spirit. | still believe it is inpossible
for a denonic spirit to inhabit a Christian's spirit. It is

the spirit of the man which is regenerated and nade new.
The nenory banks and other areas of one's nmind are being
made new. The darkened areas of our minds can be indwelled
by spirits. This | know w thout any reservation. | have
encountered too nany denonic spirits face to face inhabiting
true born-again believers to believe anything el se.”

[ 97, enphasi s added]

"I'f you should encounter a manifestation of a denobnic spirit
in a person whom you truly believe to be a born-again
Christian, you may have to rethink your theology; | did."
[ 98, enphasi s added]

"It has been ny observation that nuch of what is witten
concerning denonic concepts is experientially based rather
than Biblically founded. This is understandable since
denonology is Biblically limted even though nuch interest
is presently being given to the subject.” [287]

Note how Smth bases his theology on his experience, rather than
interpreting his experience by the theology God has given in His
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Wor d. Notice the term "biblically limted,"” yet renenber that
God has given everything necessary for life and godliness (2
Peter 1:3-4). Wuld God have left H's people subject to being
i nhabited by denobns, even contrary to specific passages in His
Wrd (Romans 8:9, Matthew 12: 25-29, Mark 3:23-30, Luke 11:17-26)7?

Smith warns not to "create a theology of denons based on
personal experience” yet he <candidly admts to taking a
"pragmati c approach.” He says:

"If the principles others have developed result in people
gai ning freedom and the ability to live victorious lives in
Christ, | assune what they do contains at |east sone el enent
of truth, even though such truth may have no Biblical
precedence." [287, enphasis added]

Smith attenpts to defend his "no biblical precedence" truth
regarding the denonic realm by citing sone of the same worn-out
argurments used to defend the use of nobdern psychol ogy:

"The fact is, not all truth is necessarily Biblically
verifiable...." [287]

“"Not all truth is recorded in the Scriptures but all truth
is from God." [287]

Smth quotes Janes 1:17 as support [287]. That verse tells us
that "every good and perfect gift" cones from God. But is
i nformati on about denons, based solely on personal experience and
wi t hout scriptural support, a "good and perfect gift" from God?

Smith clains that "non-biblical information can be very
hel pful when dealing with the eneny" and affirms the use of
approaches that have no biblical nodel but are "built on the
general principles of Scripture" [287]. In defense of his view
that the Scriptures are not the source of all specific truth,
Smith refers to space travel and mathematics as exanples [288].
These subjects, however, are only possible because of the
physi cal |aws of nature that God has established, and they do not
involve "life and godliness" in the same nmanner as counseling
psychol ogy or study of the denpbnic realm The anal ogy does not
hol d up.

Tracing the Demons

Sm th goes through the biblical account in the garden, where
Satan appeared to Eve in the form of a serpent [289]. He says
that at the fall:

“"Man |ost his place of authority and fell to the third
position which Satan fornerly held. Satan noved to Adam s
pl ace of authority and became the ruler of this earth. The
chai n of command changed. " [290]
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Smth cites Luke 4:5-6, where Satan offered Jesus all the
ki ngdons of the world. He says that Jesus did not rebuke Satan
because he was speaking the truth:

"Jesus knew that manki nd had i ndeed handed over to Satan al
authority that had fornerly been given themby CGod." [290]

However, the work of Christ radically altered the picture:

"All things change when the 'new Adani appears and purchases
back for fallen mankind the position he lost in the Garden.™
[ 290]

Smth says that redeened man has an even higher position, seated
with Jesus at the right hand of God, based on Ephesians 1:20-
21,2:6 and 2 Tinothy 2:12 [290-291].

Even with all this in mnd, it does not follow that denons
can inhabit believers. In fact, such a view seens inconsistent
with the current position of redeenmed man.

Demons in Theophostic Ministry

Smth assures his readers that they will undoubtedly have to
deal with denonic realities if they adopt his approach

"I am convinced if you use Theophostic Mnistry, you wll
as | often have, encounter cases which wll not change with
anything you do apart fromtaking authority over the denonic
presence in Jesus' nane." [287]

However, he explains the presence of denons on the basis of his
"lie-based" theology, saying that they are there solely because
of a person's flawed thinking:

"The denon is only there because of the deception in the
person's mnd. Renove the lie and the denon has nothing to
hold on to. W NEVER have a problem wth denons | eaving
once the lies are renoved. W NEVER have denobns acting out
in destructive ways, or causing the person to act out in
ways that we do not permt." [98]

Smth considers denons to be a source of nessages [137],
saying that he has "been face to face with thousands of fully-

mani fested denonic spirits” [137]. He sonetinmes allows themto
use the person's vocal chords, but never allows themto "act out
physically or cause bodily or nental pain" [137]. Smth takes

authority over denons when he encounters them but cautions that:
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"Until you are highly skilled in spiritual warfare, do not allow
t he denon to speak" [137].

Smth also warns the uninitiated to be alert to certain
imtation tactics:

"Expect for denpbns to nmasquerade as Jesus or to appear
visually in the person's mnd |ooking |ike Jesus. But
simply listen to what the 'denobn-Jesus' says and does. They
really are not very good at imtating Christ." [137]

"When there is the presence of a denmonic spirit in the
person's nenory, the spirit will often take on the form of
Jesus." [ 366]

Here is one way that Smith differentiates the real Jesus fromthe
i nposter:

"If they report the presenting Jesus has no feeling or is
flat, angry at them rejecting, hostile, or evil, you know
you are dealing with an inposter." [366]

El sewhere, Smith wuses the term "spiritual advocate" to
i nclude rebuking spiritual forces during a session, and taking

authority over the "spirit of confusion"” [196]. He says that
Satan's one | ast weapon is deception: "Satan's attacks on ne are
targeted to ny woundedness and lies | believe" [200]. Smth

acknow edges the Wrd and bl ood of the Lanb as our weapons [200].

Smth recognizes that Satan and his denons are defeated
enem es and that their efforts pass through God's perm ssive wll
and are used to acconplish H s purposes:

"Satan is not a hindrance to your growth and sanctification
but rather a tool in the hand of sovereign God rel easing you
from your bondages." [201]

We can agree here, noting that God used the greatest evil in al
of history to acconplish our redenption (Acts 2:23-24).

Answers to Critics and Comparisons

Smith seens to conpare his position with those who do not
even believe that denons exist, rather than those who acknow edge
denonic reality but believe the biblical evidence does not allow
for the indwelling of a believer by denons [288]. I n answering
t hose who would criticize his enphasis on the denonic, he resorts
once nore to pragmatism

"Sone are accusing nme of finding a denmon under every rock
| invite these sane people to clinb into the trenches of the
severely wounded and face the eneny as | have. | can say as
t he Apostle Paul, 'l have fought the good fight."'" [148]
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Sm th distinguishes his nethods fromtraditional deliverance
mnistries which claim we are at war with the devil. He says
that the real problemis the lies we believe, and that renoving
denons is no problem once those lies are exposed and repl aced
with truth [291].

Nevertheless, if you are wunable to agree with Smth's
t heol ogy, take heart. He assures readers that: "Theophostic
Mnistry will work whether you hold these sane views about

denonic interference or not" [148].
Biblical Response

There is no doubt that believers are engaged in spiritua
warfare in this life (Ephesians 6:10-20). The devil and his
associates (denons) actually exist, as attested by rmany
Scriptures. Adam and Eve sinned when they believed the serpent
in the Garden instead of obeying God. Jesus encountered denons
during Hs tine on earth, and He cast many of themout. Wen He
returns to usher in the eternal state, these evil beings wll be
cast forever in the lake of fire (Revelation 20). As Smth
rightly acknow edges, Satan is a defeated eneny, and his power is
subordinate to a sovereign God who uses even evil to acconplish
Hi s good purposes.

However, acknow edging this dark reality does not nean that
true believers can be inhabited by denons. Such a view is
inconsistent with Scripture. The Christian, by definition, has
the Holy Spirit living within (Romans 8:9). The person who does
not have the Spirit does not belong to Christ at all (Romans

8:9). It is preposterous to think that God's Holy Spirit would
ever becone a "co-tenant" wth denons, indwelling the sane
i ndi vi dual . Such a result is excluded by the parallel gospel

texts wherein Jesus rebukes those who accused H m of casting out
denons by the power of Beel zebul (Matthew 12:25-29, Mark 3:23-30,
Luke 11:17-26).

Smith has allowed his theology to be shaped by experience,
rather than allowing God's theology, as revealed in Hs Wrd, to
shape his interpretation of events. This reverses the approach
that Christians should take to life.

Theophostic Theology: Forgiveness

Smith says that he regrets the nmanner in which he previously
counsel ed people to forgive those who had wounded t hem

"Forgiveness is a necessary part of the total healing

process, but it is not the first thing one should attend to,
nor is it done in a nonent." [155]
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Now, Smth believes that forgiveness will occur naturally when
peopl e see their wounders from Jesus' perspective [155]. H s
view of forgiveness centers around the person who has been
wounded, rather than on the other person or the relationship.

First, he focuses on shifting responsibility to the person
who caused the hurt, regardl ess of that person's intent:

"...if we are to heal, we nust separate the 'good person
fromthe act and the wound.... True healing will not cone
until the one wounded acknow edges his deep wounds and
all ows the one who wounded himto be responsi bl e whether the
wound was intentional or not." [155]

Smth anticipates a | ack of response fromthe other party:

"The wounder rarely repents or seeks restitution. The nost
common response is denial and defense for their actions.”
[ 156]

Furthernore, Smith's view of forgiveness does not require any
attenpt to reconcile:

"It is necessary for the wounded to forgive the debt of the
wounder, but whether or not there is reconciliation with
themis outside the power of the wounded." [156]

Most disturbing is Smth's enphasis on enotion. He used to
have a counselee claim"by faith" to have forgiven his offender
even if he didn't "feel"” such forgiveness. Now, however, he says
that "our enotional state w Il always expose our true belief"
[239]. Smith cites Hebrews 11:1, which says that "faith is the
assurance of things hoped for and the conviction of things not
seen” [239]. Then he says that:

"Much of what we do in our Christian lives is not faith but
rat her choice, obedience, habit, ritual, or nerely peer
pressure." [239]

Smth differentiates obedience wthout faith, i.e., wthout
assurance or confidence, from obedience with faith in the
out cone:

"As we obey God, we discover that He is faithful, which in
turn strengthens our faith.... Faith is know ng that God
will do what He has promsed to do, whereas obedience is
choosing to act." [240]

"The Apostle Janmes suggests that genuine faith results in
confi dent obedi ence." [240]

Smth rejects a "sin-based" theological view that enotiona
distress is rooted in sin and should be addressed by confession
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and repentance. He thus rejects a ""'by faith' junp into the dark
approach” in getting people to act rightly [240]. He also
rejects the "traditional view that feelings could not be trusted"
[240] . He says that he trusts his feelings because "feelings are
very accurate in revealing the source and root of our faulty
belief systent [241]. Applying this feeling-enphasis to
forgi veness, he says:

"If all we do is confess our sin and not address the lies
fromwhich the sin is rooted, we are destined to repeat the

process throughout life. 1In the same manner, to forgive the
wounder w t hout addressing the root issues will fulfill our
obedi ence obligation but will not release us fromthe inner

toxin of the lies we enbraced.” [241, enphasis added]

Smith believes that forgiveness cones "as a natural by-product of
receiving personal release from pain through the receiving of
truth in nmenories” [241]. He says that he does not have to cite
Scripture passages on forgiveness, ask counselees to forgive "by
faith" in spite of their feelings, or "reckon" thenselves to have
forgiven. He views the forgiveness that naturally occurs to be
much "like the king who 'felt conpassion and forgave the servant
his debt'" [242].

Enotions nmay indeed reveal the state of a person's heart.
At the same tine, obedience to God's Wrd is not contingent on

"feeling like it." The believer who is struggling to forgive
does need Scripture passages on forgiveness, contrary to Smth.
God's Wrd is living, active, and powerful, not nerely for

intellectual know edge, but for conviction, correction, and
disciplined training in righteousness, and for judging the
i nnernost intentions of the heart (2 Tinothy 3:16; Hebrews 4:12).
Passages on forgiveness are exactly what is needed, in order to
understand the riches of God's grace, and thus to forgive others
in the sane manner as God has forgiven us. Forgiveness is not so
much a natural by-product of getting enotional relief, but rather
a by-product of understanding the depths of God's grace, i.e.,
the forgiveness the believer hinmself has already received.

"Forgive" - Greek Word Studies

Smth apparently has sone famliarity with the original
bi bl i cal | anguages, as he makes references to them throughout his
book. In considering forgiveness, he cites the follow ng G eek
words commonly translated "forgive" or "forgiveness": charizom
(verb), aphiem (verb), aphesis (noun). He uses The Expository
Dictionary of Biblical Wrds, by Lawence O Richards (Zondervan
1985). To those who have no training in Geek, these citations
give his analysis an added sense of authority. Caref u
di scernment is needed to see that even where his translation of a
particular word is valid, Smth nevertheless reads his own
theories, tainted by psychol ogi cal theory, onto Scripture.
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Followng is a conparison of Smth's definition(s) wth
three G eek |exicons:

Arndt, W F., Gngrich, F. W and Danker, F. W A
G eek-English Lexicon of the New Testanment and OQther Early
Christian Literature, 2nd ed. Chi cago: University of
Chi cago, 1979.

Thayer, Joseph Henry, D.D. The New Thayer's G eek-
English Geek-English Lexicon of the New Testanent.
Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1981

Kittel, Gerhard and Friedrich, Gerhard (editors),
translated by Ceoffrey W Bromley, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testanent (abridged in one volunme). WIlliam B
Eer dmans Publ i shi ng Conpany, 1985.

Chari zomai : [verb]

1. Smth: "to be gracious,” "to give freely" [242], as used in 2
Corinthians 2:7,10, 12:13; Ephesians 4:32; Col ossians 2:13, 3:13;
"to cancel a debt" (Luke 4:42-43).

2. Arndt/Gngrich: (a) to give freely or graciously as a favor
of God; (b) give =remt, forgive, pardon; (c) show oneself to be
graci ous to somneone.

3. Thayer: (a) to show one's self gracious, kind, benevol ent
(Galatians 3:18); (b) to give graciously, give freely, bestow
(Luke 7:21, Romans 8:32, Philippians 2:9, 1 Corinthians 2:2,
Philippians 1:29), and where a debt is referred to, to forgive
(Luke 7:42), to graciously restore one to another who desires his
safety, to preserve for one a person in peril.

Aphiem : [verb forni

1. Smth: forgiveness of sins, debts, crines; dismss, release,
| eave, or abandon. He cites Romans 4:7 and notes that this word
is used 49 tinmes in the NI, 44 of these in the Cospels, for
"forgive." However, the second neaning ("dismss") is far nore
common [ 243].

2. Arndt/ G ngrich: (a) let go, send away; (b) cancel, remt,
pardon the loan (used in religious sense of divine forgiveness);
(c) leave, give up or abandon (figuratively), let go or tolerate.

3. Thayer: A(a) to send away, to bid to go away or depart; A(b)
to send forth, yield up, emt; A(c) to let go, let alone, let be,
disregard; (b) to leave, not to discuss a topic now (used of
teachers, etc.); (c) to omt, neglect; (d) to let go, give up, a
debt, by not demanding it, to remt or forgive (MATTHEW 18); (e)
to give up, keep no longer (Rev. 2:4); (f) to permt, allow not
to hinder; (g) to give up a thing to one; (h) to |eave, go away
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fromone; (i) to depart from one whom one wi shes to quit; (j) to
depart from one and leave him to hinself, so that all nutual
clainms are abandoned; (k) to go away |eaving sonething behind

(I') to |l eave one by not taking himas a conpanion; (m to |eave
on dying, |eave behind one; (n) to |leave so that what is left may
remain.

4. Kittel (p. 88): to let go, pardon; release from obligation,
penalty, or debt. |In Matthew 18, Kittel says the word is used in
a secular sense as neaning "to remt" or "to forgive." In a
religious sense, to remt or forgive sins (Mark 1:18, Matthew
5:24). In Matthew 18, Kittel says the word is used in a secul ar
sense as neaning "to remt" or "to forgive." In a religious
sense, it is wused to remt or forgive sins (Mark 2:5ff) or
trespasses (Matthew 6:14) or iniquities (Romans 4:7).

Aphesis: [noun form of aphiem ]

1. Smth: Used 17 times in NI, 15 of these neaning "rem ssion."
He cites Matthew 26:28, Mark 1:4, 3:29; Luke 1:77, 3:3, 24:47
Acts 2:38, 5:31, 10:43, 13:38, 26:18; Ephesians 1:7; Col ossians
1:14, Hebrews 9:22, 10:18). The word is used for "freedont or
"rel ease" twice in Luke 4:18.

2. Arndt/ G ngri ch: (a) release from captivity; (b) pardon
cancel l ati on of an obligation, punishnment, or the guilt of sin.

3. Thayer: (a) release, as from bondage or inprisonnment; (b)
forgi veness or pardon of sins (letting themgo as if they had not
been conm tted).

4. Kittel (p. 88): forgiveness of sins (Mark 1:4, Matthew
26: 28, Acts 2:38, 5:31, 10:43, Col ossians 1:14).

Smth says that in Mitthew 18, where the king forgave the
servant a large debt, "aphiem" was used by Jesus as neaning to
"rel ease” or "cut off" sin. On this basis, Smth says that
forgiveness has nothing to do wth reconciliation of a
rel ati onship, but only with the renoval of an indebtedness: "It

is true that the debt intact will hinder the relationship, but
renoving the debt is no guarantee of the relationship inproving
or even changing.”" Smith says that in Mtthew 18:21-30, where

Peter asks Jesus how many tines he nust forgive, Peter nust have
been concerned about not seeing any change in persons forgiven
many tinmes [243].

Smth describes eight principles of forgiveness based on the
Matt hew 18 parable about the king's forgiveness of the servant.
However, although these "principles" contain elenents of truth,
they are not truly based on Matthew 18 or any other Scripture
but rather a subjective, psychol ogized view of forgiveness that
focuses on self. In terms of the original Geek, Smth
enphasi zes a passage that uses "aphi em " rat her t han
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"charizomai ." The latter verb focuses nore on the grace and
ki ndness that God has shown believers in Christ.

PRI NCI PLE #1: "Forgiveness is not a neans of changing
anot her but rather the avenue of release for the one holding the
debt" [244]. Smth assunes that the adnonitions Matthew 18 are
based on a particular situation in Peter's life:

"Apparently soneone in Peter's |life was an ongoi ng source of
trouble that he wanted to cut off." [244]

Smth's view of forgiveness centers on granting relief to the
person who was wonged, with little or no consideration for the
wel fare of the other:

"Forgi veness only has the power to change the one forgiving,
not the one being forgiven. It releases us of the bondages
t hat enslave us through our holding the note of the debt but
may or nmay not inpact the one who is indebted." [244]

"If Peter forgives this person seven tines seventy (490

times), he will still be in the same place as he is now.
The nunber of tines we forgive will have little or maybe no
i npact on whether the person will act differently in the

future." [245]

It is good that God's forgiveness does not follow this
pattern! Believers are instructed to forgive just as God in
Christ has forgiven them (Ephesians 4:32). God's forgiveness is
not an exercise in futility wherein He releases Hi nself from
bondage. God reconciles us to Hinmself (2 Corinthians 5:18-19),
graciously restoring us to fellowship with Hm Smth has bought
into the one-sided psychol ogi zed view of forgiveness that focuses
primarily (or even exclusively) on self.

PRINCI PLE #2: "Forgiveness requires we take an account”
[ 245] . Smth further explains the need to identify and
acknow edge t he debt:

"W cannot forgive a debt we do not know exists or if we do
not know what the amount is on the note. This is why with
Theophostic Mnistry we follow the enotional trail back to
the source and origin." [245]

There is a grain of truth here, in that forgiveness requires
recogni tion that another person has sinned. However, the Bible
does not exhort us to follow some "enotional trail,"” but rather
to identify sinin terms of the standards expressed in Scripture.

PRINCI PLE #3: "The debtor does not have the neans to repay
the debt" [ 245]. Again, this statenment has sone truth. W
cannot repay God for our sins. Christ made the required paynent,
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satisfying divine justice, on the cross. Unfortunately, Smth
views the "debt" in terns of enotional wounds and perceived
needs:

"The problem with wounds is that they are bottom ess and
nothing will ever satisfy them" [246]

"This void [need for |ove, approval, acceptance] is not a
true need but rather a wound that nust be heal ed." [246]

Wien King David sinned grievously against God and repented, he
did not express his sin in terns of sone "wound" needing to be
heal ed. Rat her, he acknowl edged that his sin was against Cod
(Psalm 51:4), even though other people were also hurt.
Simlarly, our sins are against GCod. Smth seenms to omt God
when he di scusses our forgiveness of one another.

PRINCI PLE #4: "Anger is a normal reaction to injustice but
must be released before freedom wll cone" [246]. In the
bi blical parable, Smth says that king was not only angry, but
overreacted by comanding the servant to be sold into slavery
along with his wife and children. Smth says the initial anger
was a "healthy response” to the servant's irresponsibility in
getting hinself into such debt [247]. However, "anger is an
enotion for which the Christian conmunity has little tolerance”
[ 247] . Smth cites the famliar Ephesians 4:26, saying that:
"The length of time you hold on to the anger and what you do with
it has nuch to do with whether it becones sin" [247].

Here is how Smth explains the effects of holding on to
anger over a long period of tine:

"Satan wants us to dwell on anger day after day and do
not hi ng about it. He wants us to turn the anger inward and
bury it deeply. The reason is so that |ater when sonething
el se happens that is renotely simlar, the denonic forces
will take the 'opportunity' to stir up this old anger so
that we will react inappropriately and express nore anger
than the situation calls for." [247]

"Until the anger is expressed and rel eased by the Lord Jesus
in the context of the original event (nenory), we are
destined to perpetually 'dunp’ on whoever happens to trigger
it." [247]

W can agree with Smth that not all human anger is
necessarily sinful, and that clinging to it, even if originally
ri ghteous, is dangerous. However, nowhere does Scripture require
or even suggest that believers must revisit sonme "original event”
in order to handl e sinful anger, nor does the Bible teach that we
are "destined" to continue a sinful pattern of "dunping" anger
until we take that sort of excursion into the past. Thi s
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teaching is nmuch nore consistent with Freud (an outspoken
at hei st) than biblical truth.

PRINCI PLE #5: "The integrity and sincerity of the indebted
wounder is not critical for true forgiveness to be adm nistered”
[247]. Here is Smth's assessnment of the indebted servant:

"When he said, 'l wll pay back the full amount,' he |ied
and reveal ed a heart of deceit and robbery. He knew that he
could never repay his debt and had no intention of ever
doi ng so." [248]

Wiile it is true that the servant |acked the ability to repay his
debt (18:25), it is silent as to the servant's intent. A natural
readi ng of this passage reveal s desperation, as the king commuands
that all of the servant's possessions be sold, including his wife
and children. The king responded with conpassion, much the way
God graciously responds to the desperate plight of sinners in
need of Hi s nercy.

Smith continues to pronote a self-focused forgiveness. He
insists that "forgiveness is not dependent on the person wanting
or asking for it" since it is a "cutting off" or "rel ease" [248].
He clainms that "forgiveness is focused on the debt, not the
debtor" [248]. What if GOD S forgiveness were like this? Yet
Smith clainms that even in 1 John 1:09:

"...the focus of forgiveness is on the sin, not the sinner.
The recipient of the forgiveness in this verse is sin not
sinner. It is the sin which receives the action of the verb
forgive, not the sinner. God releases or cuts off the sin,
not the sinner." [248]

This is a ridiculous interpretation, both grammtically and
theologically. God prom ses here not only to forgive us but to
cl eanse us of all unrighteousness.’

Al though it is true that God is gracious toward sinners, and
He divinely initiates the process of salvation, H's forgiveness
is extended toward repentant sinners. He doesn't forgive in a
vacuum purely for His own enotional relief.

PRI NCI PLE #6: "Cenuine forgiveness requires we find
conpassion” [248]. Smth says this about the king' s conpassion:

°In the Geek, "us" is in the dative case and "forgive" is in the subjunctive

formfollowing "wa": in order that, or with the result that, God cl eanses us
of all unrighteousness. |If we confess our sins, God is faithful and just, in
order that he might do two things: (1) release, remt (forgive) our sins, and
(2) cleanse us of all wunrighteousness. This appears to be a dative of
benefit, neaning that we benefit when God rel eases or lets go our sins. The
rel easing of sins and cleansing from unrighteousness are integrally related
here, with both being the purpose, and result, of God' s faithfulness and
justice.
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"This 'feeling’ exposed the true heart of the king and his
true belief system Wiere did this conpassion cone fronf
Conpassion is the benevolent action we take toward another
as a result of enotional inner identification we have nmade
with them" [248]

There is an elenment of truth in that we are to restore others in
a spirit of humlity (Galatians 6:1), and we confort others wth
the confort by which we have been conforted by God (2 Corinthians
1). Al t hough conpassion is not a cold-hearted response | acking
all enotion, Scripture does not present it as nerely a feeling or
"enotional inner identification.”

PRI NCI PLE #7: "Forgi veness benefits the forgiver nore so
than the one forgiven" [249]. Smth reads his self-focused view
of forgiveness onto Scripture when he says:

"The King released the servant, but in reality the King was
now hinmself free of the anger and the stresses of
mai ntai ning the note. The servant, on the other hand, was

rel eased by the King but was still in bondage to his evi
heart which was displayed as he seized his fell ow worker."
[ 249]

Smith views this whole text through the Iens of his theophostic
t heory:

"Jesus is suggesting here that if Peter |ooked closely
enough at this man he mght just find sonmething with which
he could identify. He mght discover...that he was a
| onely, hurting soul who was also deceived and wounded by
lies. One way or the other, Peter was the one who benefited
nost by releasing the debt." [249]

In a sense, we should discover ourselves in this parable, in that
we are unable to pay the penalty required for our sins. That is
why we are in such desperate need of Jesus Christ. However,
Smth reinterprets sin as being "deceived and wounded by lies."
This view of sin is not presented in Scripture. Also, it was not
the person forgiving (Peter, or the king) who received the
greatest benefit. It was the debtor. Al t hough the servant in
the parable failed to appreciate the king' s kindness, the benefit
extended to him was enornous. Simlarly, God' s forgiveness
benefits us by sparing us the eternal penalty for our sin.

PRI NCI PLE #8: "Forgiveness should not be confused wth
reconciliation™ [250]. Smith notes that the Scripture doesn't
say the King and servant ever had a relationship after the debt
was forgiven [250].
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"The power to forgive lies totally in the hands of the one
who holds the note. The one in debt has nothing to say in
whet her forgi veness occurs or not. Reconciliation, however,
is a conpletely different matter." [250]

God "holds the note,” and yes, He does have conplete power in
extendi ng forgiveness. However, Smth poses a w de chasm bet ween
themthat is not consistent with Scripture:

"Reconciliation requires the debtor to cone to the place
where he is willing to confess the error of his way. Al ong
with this confession he nust give evidence of genuine
brokenness and contrite heart nust seek restoration and
restitution.” [250--exact quote, not granmmatically correct]

Smth also cites Romans 12:18 (live at peace with all nen) to say
that reconciliation is not possible wthout the debtor's
adm ssion of wong and acceptance of full responsibility [250].

While forgiveness and reconciliation are certainly not
identical, they are integrally related in God's plan of
salvation. Smth is right to acknow edge God's power concerning
forgiveness and our involvenment in reconciliation, but he is
wong to divorce these intimately related concepts. God grants
forgiveness to those who believe in Christ. Justification of the
sinner is through faith in Hm Faith is not identical to
repentance, but true saving faith is never alone. It is always
acconpani ed by repentance. Scripture says, in essentially the
"same breath,” that God, in Christ, reconciled us to Hinself, not
counting our sins against us (2 Corinthians 5:19). In the Ad
Testament, Psalm 51 is a beautiful expression of the intimte
rel ati onshi p anong these concepts, for exanple: God' s conpassion
(51:1), forgiveness (51:1-2, 14), cleansing (51:2, 7-9, 10-13),
repentance (51:3-4, 17). Forgiveness should not be confused with
reconciliation, but it also should never be divorced from it.
The theophostic perspective on forgiveness is but another
reworking of the psychological view that focuses primrily, if
not exclusively, on the enotional benefit to self.

Theophostic Theology: Exegetical Errors

Smith cites Scripture frequently throughout his witing to
support his approach to ministry. Al though the fact that he
uses the Bible seens encouragi ng, the manner in which he uses it
rai ses great concern. The theophostic approach is typically read
onto passages of Scripture (eisegesis), rather than allow ng
Scripture to speak to the reader (exegesis). Several exanpl es
are provided here to illustrate the problem

Hebrews 12:15
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"See to it that no one of you resists the grace of God | est
a root of bitterness springs up defiling many.”" Smth cites this
verse as teaching: "To fail to heal is to forfeit the grace of
God" [191]. That "defilement of many,"” Smith says, is the way a
wounded person affects the lives of others [191]. Smth insists
that it is necessary to face intense pain in order to heal, i.e.,
to "revisit" the "original nenory," the lies, and the enotions
[191].

"Resists" is the Geek votepov, which neans to conme short
of; to come late or too tardily, to be left behind in the race
and fail to reach the goal; fail to becone a partaker (of God's

grace) [ Thayer]. "Defile" is to defile in a noral sense, wth
sin. Verse 14 speaks of pursuing peace with all nen, and
sanctification; verse 16 states the purpose, that there be no
imoral or godless person |ike Esau. In context, this verse

urges faith in Christ for eternal salvation, but Smth reads it
through the eyes of his own counseling theory. The actual text
says absolutely nothing about reviewng past wounds via
t heophostic mnistry nethods. The reader has to presuppose
t heophostic teaching in order to find it here.

James 1:21 and 2 Corinthians 5:17

Smth tal ks about the neaning of "salvation" in these two
verses, comng up wth sonething entirely different than the
eternal salvation of the believer:

"Sal vation of the soul™ (in Janmes 1:21) "is the sane idea
Paul referred to in Romans 12:2 where he says, 'Be not
conformed to the world but be transfornmed by the renew ng of
the mnd." This transformation of the mnd or soul is after
the fact of spiritual rebirth of the inner man." [204]

Sanctification, our progressive growmh in holy living, does occur
after the initial salvation experience of being born again
(regeneration). However, we need to consider nore carefully the
context in James to understand this verse. Note that in Janes
1: 18, God has brought us forth, i.e., regenerated us, by the word
of truth. In verse 21, there is a comand to receive, or
wel come, the "inplanted word" which is able to save your (plural)
soul . "Receive" is in the inperative perfect tense (a rare
form), which nost likely inplies an action already begun.® The
preaching of the Wrd is the ordinary neans by which God causes a

person to be born again. "Soul" is often synonynous with "life"
or "person,"” a neaning that nmakes sense here in Janes. The Wrd
that is "able to save your soul"” is the preached Wrd that Cod

normal Iy uses to bring about eternal salvation.

° Porter, Stanley E. Idionms of the Greek New Testanent. Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1992. Thayer's definition of this word: to favorably receive teaching,
instruction offered, to enbrace as one's own, approve, give ear to.
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Smth, however, reads his theophostic theories onto the
text. \Wen he discusses enotions as being appropriately matched
with whatever we believe to be true, he cites this verse as
authority for "healing" of painful menories:

"To find freedom from these painful feelings, a person nust
experience healing of the nenory itself through the exposure
of the lie and through "receiving the word inplanted which
is able to save (heal) their soul' (James 1:21)." [217]

This teaching sinply is not in the text or anywhere in the
cont ext .

2 Corinthians 5:17, which teaches that if any man is in
Christ he is a new creature, does not use either the term for

soul (psyche) or spirit (pneuma). Thus, according to Smith, it
does not meke sense to say this text is speaking of the salvation
of the spirit, as contrasted with salvation of the soul. As

noted previously, Smth proposes a sharp distinction between soul
and spirit that should disturb even those believers who hold to a
trichot onous position:

"When | canme to Christ in repentance, ny spiritual nman was
conpletely nmade new, yet ny soul/m nd stays the sanme unless
| choose to renew it." [204]

Besi des the m sunderstanding of how "soul"™ and "spirit" are used
in Scripture, and his wunbiblical splitting of the inner man,
Smth errs by suggesting that sanctification is optional. Wile
sanctification is not the basis for eternal salvation, which is
grounded wholly in the work of Christ, is it not a process from

whi ch believers can nerely opt out. It is rather a gracious work
of the Holy Spirit that provides evidence that a person really is
saved. Salvation is of the person -- the whole person -- and not

nmerely sone fragnent of the inner man.
Colossians 1:9 and Romans 12:2

Smith clainms that "Paul said that our behavior is limted to
our thinking" when he wote these verses [208]. Paul did not
say this. Colossians 1:9 is a prayer that believers mght be
filled with the know edge of God's wll, with all wsdom and
spiritual wunderstanding, so that they mght walk (live) in a
manner worthy of the Lord. Such know edge of God's wll cones
from H s Wrd. There is nothing in this passage to suggest an
excursion into the past to identify wounds inflicted by others,
and "lies" believed, as a prerequisite to godly living. The text
al so does not say that our behavior is predetermned by our
t hi nki ng.

Romans 5:10
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Smith translates Romans 5:10: "W were (past tense)
reconciled to God by the death of H's Son, nuch nore, being
reconci |l ed, we shal | be (present and ongoi ng) saved
(heal ed/rel eased) by His life." [221]

In Romans  5:9-11, there is a parallelism between
justification and reconciliation. There is both an "acconplished"
and an "applied" aspect to our reconciliation with GCod. First,
because of what Christ acconplished on our behalf, we were
initially reconciled to God (justification). However, "we shal
be saved by His Ilife" doesn't refer to this "acconplished"
aspect, but rather is on the "applied" side. Redenption has been
once-and-for-all acconplished by Christ, but there is also the
aspect of our being redeemed from our fornmer way of life
(sanctification). Smth sees our "fornmer way of life" primarily
in ternms of hurts inflicted by others, rather than our own sins.

Smth clainms that there is a "clear distinction throughout
Scripture between being saved spiritually (born again,
regenerated and nmade new, etc.), and the process of healing or
sal vation of the soul"™ [221]. The clear distinction in Scripture
is between justification and sanctification (discussed earlier).

Smth reads his counseling theories onto the text. He m xes up
t heol ogi cal concepts such as regenerati on, sal vation

justification, and sanctification. He tries to squeeze in his
brand of psychol ogi cal "heal i ng" under the rubric of
sanctification, confusing the issue by calling it salvation of
the soul as contrasted wth salvation of the spirit. Scripture
makes no such separation between salvation of the "soul" and of
the "spirit," but describes a "golden chain" of events in the

beli ever's sal vati on:

Calling (Romans 8:29-30; Galatians 1:15; 2 Tinothy 1:9)
Regeneration (John 1:12-13, 3:1-8; Titus 3:5)

Fai th/ repentance (Mark 1:15; Acts 20:21)

Justification (Romans 3:24-25; 5:1)

Adoption (John 1:12; Ephesians 1:5)

Sanctification (Romans 6; Ephesians 4:22-24)
Gorification (Romans 8: 30)

Romans 7:14 to 8:1-2

This passage of Romans describes the author's intense
struggle with sin, but culmnates with the victory and freedom
from condemmation that believers have in Christ. Smth reads his
counseling theories and radical soul-spirit separation onto the
text, presupposing the "subconscious” and his own view that
certain "lies" are the driving force behind sinful behavior.

Smth notes that Paul's outward behavior in this text does
not match his inner desire, that the sin is com ng from sonething
ot her than his own choosing [232]. He notes the Greek term for
flesh (sarx), which he says sone mistranslate as "old nature":
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"The word sinply nmeans all that is part of Paul that is yet
to be redeenmed and sanctifi ed. Hs spirit man is redeened
and conplete but his mnd and body are still being held
captive by the lies in his nenbers." [232]

According to Smth, Paul "acknow edges that good does dwell in
hit because the wording is "nothing good, that is, in ny
flesh...." Smth says the believer is "righteous in his inner

man" [233]. He notes the personification of sin in this passage,
rejecting the idea that sinis a wllful choice:

"It is obvious that Paul is referring to sonething other
than the traditional view of sin as outward behavioral
choices but rather sin as a source or root for sinful
choices. This may be the lies of our experience.”

[ 233, enphasi s added]

Note how Smith reads onto the text his theory regarding the lies
of our past.

Smith rejects a "duality of nature" doctrine on the basis of
this passage in Romans, finding that the believer has only one
nature that desires to do good [233]. Were Paul says that there
is a "different law in the nenbers of ny body,” Smth believes
that is "the subconscious reality of one's experiential
know edge. . .. Paul had no franme of reference from which to
understand what we now call the subconscious reality" [234].
Note again how Smth reads his own theory (along with Freud) onto
the text. Note also how he believes Paul's know edge was | acki ng
as to the "subconscious" allegedly discovered by nodern
psychol ogy. Such a view fails to consider that God is the
ultimate author of Scripture (2 Tinothy 3:16-17). God, our
Creator, would not have needed nodern psychol ogists to discover
and explain the existence and power of the so-called
"subconscious,” nor would God |ack understanding of the alleged
"subconscious reality."

Smth proposes that the term "nmenbers” in this text refers

to "all that is not of his spirit man,” including the mnd that
is not yet renewed, as well as the body. The "subconsci ous
menbers" are the "experiential lies" stored in the not-yet-
renewed mnd [234]. Once again, Smth blatantly reads his own

theories onto the text, which does not say "subconscious
menbers. "

At the sanme time, Smth does acknow edge the truth that we
sinners are not able to keep God's | aw

"W have as Christian | eaders kept the Church in bondage to
the inpossible task of keeping the |law and good worKks. It
is time we proclaim the true GCospel that says we are
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i ncapabl e of keeping any part of the |aw whether it be the
Tora or the New Testanent." [235]

However, the glorious good news of the gospel is that Christ has
kept the | aw on our behalf, in addition to paying the penalty for
our sins, and His righteousness is credited to us (Romans 5:12-
21).

Finally, Romans 7 nust be read in context. In particular,
Romans 6, 7, and 8 should be considered together. Havi ng
carefully outlined God's plan for our justification earlier in
Romans, Paul now unfol ds God' s agenda regarding our

sanctification. Romans 6 declares the work of Christ in breaking
the power of sin over believers, and puts to rest the idea that
we mght freely sin because of God's abundant grace. On the
ot her side, Romans 8 beautifully describes our victory in Christ,
including the indwelling Holy Spirit and our eternal hope of
glory. Sandw ched in between is the struggle with sin described
in Romans 7, our "daily grind" during this earthly life. Christ
has broken the power of sin and we are redeened, belonging
conpletely to Hm (both the visible and the inner man), but this
side of eternity we continue to battle sinful patterns, thoughts,
and desires. W are "already" nmade new in one sense, but in
anot her, we are "not yet" renewed as we one day shall be.

Ephesians 4:26, 4:31

In discussing the term "anger"” in Ephesians 4:26 and 4: 31,
Smth says that the Geek uses two different words, one for "the
initial flash of indignation"” in 4:26, and another for anger that
"has been around for awhile and has been boiling and churning”
[ 357-358]. This is sinply not accurate. The sane G eek root
word (orge) is used in both verses: the verbal formin 4:26, the
noun in 4:31. There is a different (essentially synonynous)
Greek word for anger (thynos), but the distinction Smth proposes
is sinply not there.

2 Corinthians 10:5

Smith clains that imersing a person in past trauma (and
identifying lies) is biblical, based on this verse in Corinthians
that says to "take every thought we have captive." He explains
that "we are not to run fromthemor repress them|[our thoughts]™
[ 363-364]. Looking at this verse in context, there is no thought
here of |ooking back into the believer's childhood to identify

"lies." The Scripture sinply speaks of taking every thought
captive in obedience to Christ, destroying every stronghold that
raises itself up against the know edge of Cod. Smth, once
agai n, presupposes his approach to mnistry and reads it into the
t ext. There are all sorts of thoughts and lies that mght be
"rai sed up against the know edge of God." Smth assunes that his

own definition is the one God has in nmnd here.
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Chapter Headings

Smth introduces each chapter with a text of Scripture that
he believes supports the thene.

Introduction: Genesis 1:3 ("let there be light"). The text
from Genesis begins the famliar account of how God created the
heavens and the earth. Certainly Scripture uses the term"light”
in other ways. For exanple, in 1 John, "God is light." Light in
this passage corresponds wth truth. Smth uses "light" to
contrast wth the "darkness”™ of I|ies that people believe.
Unfortunately, he msuses the |ight/darkness anal ogy, e.g., by
setting aside God's Wrd as the true source of light during
counsel i ng sessions (see Psalm 119:105).

1 - Moving Beyond Tol erable Recovery: John 8:36. This text
speaks of the Son setting you free, when you know the truth
(8:32). However, the context mekes clear that the truth that
sets you free is God's Wrd (8:31). Expandi ng the context a
little further and considering all of chapter 8, we find that
Jesus is speaking of freedomas the eternal life that He provides
by Hs Iife, death, and resurrection. Jesus also speaks clearly
of Hs deity (8:58). There is far nore here than a psychol ogi cal
"recovery" process identifying "lies" accumul ated in chil dhood.

2 - Qut of Darkness: 1 Peter 2:9. Smth equates the
"darkness" of this Scripture with past enotional trauma. I n
context, this verse is about eternal salvation, specifically,
bel i evers becom ng God's people by trusting in Christ. There is
not hi ng anywhere in the text or context pointing us to the sort
of counseling that Smith pronotes.

3 - Three Essential Conponents: Acts 26:18. This verse is
ripped conpletely out of its context. Paul is describing his
m racul ous conversion that occurred when the risen Lord appeared
to him calling himto be a mnister and witness to the Centiles
so that they mght trust Christ and receive eternal salvation
Smth reads into this text the three "essential conponents” of
his counseling mnistry, nanely, identification of the foll ow ng:

(1) The "historical enotional 'echo,'" the feeling experienced
when a painful nenory is accessed; (2) the "nmenory picture" that
mat ches the enotional "echo"; and (3) the "enbedded ori ginal
lie." There is nothing even renotely like Smth's mnistry here
in Acts.

4 - Cursed be the Lies That Bind: 1 John 1:6. In 1 John
1:5-10, there is a contrast between walking in the light and in
t he darkness. In context, "walking in the darkness"” has to do
with wllful sin, not believing lies as a result of childhood
t rauma.
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5 - Turning on the Light: | sai ah 9: 2. Smth lists severa

"hindrances to receiving the truth,” including revengefu
enotions, failure to identify the "original lie," logic, denonic
i nterference, "di ssoci ation," "def ense nmechani sns, " fear,

unconfessed sin, need for the counselor's acceptance, and
per sonal "woundedness" of the counselor [92-93]. The verse cited
in lsaiah is enbedded in a passage (9:1-7) that is a prophecy of
the comng of Christ. The "light" is the glorious gospel, wth
forgiveness of sin and eternal life. There is nothing in this
text that connects us to Smith's counseling approach.

6 - Keeping Records in the Process: 1 John 2:8. Smth
advi ses keeping record sheets of the nmenory pictures, lies that
have been identified, and truth received [110]. The verse cited
in 1 John has nothing whatsoever to do with such record keeping,
but rather concerns the commandnent to |ove others (see 1 John
2:7-11).

7 - The Theophostic Process: 1 John 1:5. The "process" is
described by Smth in terms of turning on the "light" so that
menories can be accessed and lies identified. The verse cited,
li ke the one above for Chapter 4 (1 John 1:6) has to do with the
contrast between righteous living (walking in the light) and sin
(wal king in the darkness). Smith again reads his theories onto
the Scripture.

8 - Common Myths That Hi nder Recovery Process: 1 John 3:19.
Smth believes that the follow ng "nyths people propagate about
chi | dhood woundedness” are actually "guardian lies" that wll
hi nder the healing process [154]. He calls these "defenses" to
protect against the pain of past nmenories [154].

* Time will heal.

* Forgive and forget.
* They never intended to hurt ne.
* My relationship with ny wounder is good now.
* Just | eave well enough al one.
* It wasn't so bad.
The connection with 1 John 3:19 is anything but clear. That

verse speaks of assurance before God that we are "of the truth.”
Seen in its context (3:13-24), such assurance is based on the
| ove we show for others, with Christ as our exanple.

9 - Wat Theophostic Mnistry Cannot Do: Janes 3:14. Smith
lists a nunber of things theophostic mnistry cannot do. Most
notably, it cannot renove the enotional pain of the present
wi thout digging into the past to identify the "original Iie"
[ 158]. The text in Janes contrasts the gentleness of heavenly
wi sdom with arrogance and selfish anbition (Janes 3:13-18). The
connection is anything but obvious.
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10 - Evidence of True Healing: 1 John 3:19. See comments
above (Chapter 8) regarding this verse. Smth seens to
substitute "healing" and "recovery" for sanctification, which is
evi denced by our |ove for others.

11 - What are the Consequences for Not Finding Healing?:
Hebrews 12:15. See detailed comrents earlier in this section
Smith clainms there are "unavoi dabl e consequences” for failing to
heal , and that people often carry deeply buried wounds conpletely

unawar e of those "synptomatic consequences” [185]. Even if this
were true (and we ought to question that it is), it is a huge
stretch to find such a conclusion in this text regarding God' s
grace. The Scripture establishes responsibility for defiling

others wth sin, while Smth's approach seens to erase
responsi bility because the wounds are so deeply buried bel ow the
| evel of consciousness.

12 - Role of the Theophostic Mnister: Mark 2:4-5. In
guoting these verses, Smith enphasizes that Jesus saw their
faith, i.e., the faith of the nmen who brought the paralytic to
Hm for healing [192]. It is not entirely clear how Smith

connects this passage to his view of the counselor's role, except
that the counselor/mnister is rather passive, not actually
giving counsel at all but waiting for the counselee to receive

some new comunication directly from God. The New Test anent
envisions a far nore active role for those ordained to church
| eadership (see, e.g., Paul's words to the Ephesian elders in

Acts 20:17-38; 2 Tinothy 4:1-8; 1 Peter 5:1-5).

13 - Renewing the Mnd: Mwving from Logic to Experience:
Janmes 1:21. This chapter is about the alleged difference between
"experiential know edge" and "logical truth" [203]. See coments
above regarding this verse, which is actually about the preached
Wrd that God ordinarily uses to bring about regeneration.

14 - When the Wwund is Self-Inflicted [sin]: Romans 3: 23,
| saiah 53:6. Smth defines "wound” as "any act or word inflicted
by ot hers upon the wounded person, which has been enbedded with a
msinterpretation or lie" [218]. The two verses cited both state
that all of us have sinned, going astray |like sheep and falling
short of the glory of GCod. This is how Scripture defines the
fundanmental problem of rmankind. Smth, however, centers his
mnistry on wounds--the sins of others. Even in this chapter
where sin is acknow edged, note how it is redefined in terns of
"msinterpretation” rather than any wllful disobedience or
rebel I'i on.

15 - Forgiveness, the Dyvine Qutcone of Truth and
Conpassion: Matthew 18:27. Smth's view of forgiveness focuses
primarily on feelings, and he chooses this Scripture due to the
English translation of one Geek word, "felt conpassion.” This
word describes an attitude of tender nercy or pity such as what
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God holds toward fallen human beings. It could just as easily be
translated "had conpassion" rather than "felt conpassion.”
Nowhere does Scripture condition forgiveness on the feelings of
t he person who has been w onged.

16 - Theophostic Mnistry and the Church: Ephesi ans 3: 20-
21. Based on these verses, giving glory to God who is able to do
exceedi ngly abundantly beyond all we could ask or think, Smth
| ashes out at the church for clinging to "traditionalisnt and not
whol eheartedly enbracing his approach. He apparently presunes
that "beyond all we could ask or think"™ is the equivalent of the
clainmed results of theophostic mnistry. However, if a church is
faithful to Scripture, and skeptical about a method that tosses
God's Wrd to the side, that is hardly a limtation on God' s
abilities as described here in Ephesians. God is faithful to H's
Word, and uses that Wrd, in doing "exceedingly abundantly."”

17 - Theophostic Mnistry on Your Own: Phi li ppians 2:12.
This verse describes the believer "working out his own sal vation"”
because God is at work within him Smith only introduces it at
the conclusion, after an individual has passively endured
t heophostic mnistry with the Bible cast to the side. Thi s
Scripture actually refutes the manner in which Smth denounces
the believer's active participation in sanctification.

18 - After the Last Session: 3 John 4. This Scripture
describes God's people walking in H's truth. To Smith, it
portrays individuals who have been through theophostic mnistry
and "then learn to walk daily in the truth of God's Wrd" [281].
Unfortunately, as we have seen, Snith holds a faulty view
regarding how God reveals His truth, relegating Hs Wrd to a
secondary position.

19 - Principles of Denpbnic Realties: Ephesi ans 6:10-18; 2
Corinthians 10:3-5. It is certainly true that we are engaged in
a spiritual battle against forces of w ckedness in the heavenly
pl aces. However, as we have seen, Smith holds an unbi blical view
regarding the role of denonic powers in the life of a true
bel i ever.

Conclusion

By its very nanme, Theophostic Mnistry clains to be God's

[ight ("theos" = God, "phos" = light). However, it is grounded
in faulty, wunbiblical views of revelation, human nature, sin,
sanctification, and other key theol ogical doctrines. The "light"

received is not God's revealed Wrd, but an individual "word"
that could easily be the product of sinful human inmgination.
The inner man is sharply divided in such a fashion that even

trichotom sts ought to trenble. "Whund" replaces "sin," and
troubl ed people focus on the sins of others rather than their own
responsibility before God. The theophostic process, wth its
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extrene passivity, surpl ants t he bi bl i cal doctri ne of
sanctification in which believers participate by the power of
God's Spirit working in them Al t hough quick and pernmanent
results are promsed by this approach, it also holds the
potential for irreparable damage to rel ationships and famlies by
unearthing of allegedly buried nenories of the past sins of
others. Al that glitters is not gold, and all that clains to be
"light" is not necessarily God's light. The theophostic approach
does not wthstand scrutiny under the searchlight of God's
eternal Word.
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